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Foreword
Lee Odell

What do we need to find out when we evaluate a writing program?
-How do we determine whether a program is all that it should be?
On the face of it, the answer seems simple enongh. We need to know
whether student writing is improving, whether students at the end
of a course (or series of courses) are writing better than they were at
the beginning. To determine whether student writing has improved,
what we need to do is compare writing students did carly in the pro-
ggram with writing they did later in the program.

This sort of comparison does provide information of a sort that, at
one time might have seemed quite adequate. However. as we read
Evaluating College Writifig Programs, it becomes clear that we may
no longer assume that evaluating student writing is the same thing
as evaluating a composition program. As Witte and Faiglev point
out, a writing program is iuch more than a collection of student
papers. It is a complex set of interrelated activities that exist in an
even more complex set of scholarly, institutional, and interpersonal
contexts. To evaluate a writing program, we must answer a number
of questions, only one of which pertains to the improvement of stu-
dent writing.

Do we, in fact. have a writing program? Many compaosition pro-
grams are stafed by a wide range of faculty —part-time instructors,
graduate students, full-time faculty whose principal scholarly in-
terest may or may not be composition. Consequently, we need to
ask: "Do these faculty share any common assumptions concerning

ERIC 8




X Foreword

the teaching of composition? Are those assumptions reflected in
their assignments. evaluative procedures. teaching procedures. and
course content”?

If we do have a writing program. how stable will it prove over
time? What are the forces—e. g, administrative decisions, changes
in student population—that are likely to influence faculty morale
and/or pedormance?

Is the program likely to have any long-tern influcnce on students’
writing? Do students leave the program with increased confidence
in their ability? Do they find any connection between the writing
they did for their composition course and the writing they do for
other conpses? Indeed. do they actually write for other courses or is
the composition program some sort of oasis/anomaly?

This list of questions is neither exhaustive nor avhitrary. As Witte
and Faigley make clear. we are just beginning to understand the
kinds of issues writing program evaluators must consider. To iden-
tify these issues, Witte and Faigley review four major evaluation’
studies, asking about cach a series of questions that apply to every
aspeet of theory, pedagogy. and rescarch: What do we presently
know? What assumptions are we making and how do those assump-
tions limit our knowledge? Are those limitations necessary or desir-
able? What do we still need to know?

By asking such basic questions as these. Witte and Faigley will
not make life any casier for program evaliators., Witte and Faigley
make it cear that we cannot evade éertain questions i we want to
claim we have evaluated a writing program. Yet even as they help
us see new questions, they also help us understand the conceptual
framework that makes these questions important and thy promises
to enable us to answer these questions. s

Perhaps more important, Witte and Faigley’s work lets the Pub-
lication Committee of Stndies in Writing, and Rhewrice articulate
one of bur main concerns. At present, it could casily be argued that
many composition programs do not represent a discipline but rather
are an ad hoc response to.the enrrent literacy crisis. To establish
heyond (|ucsjtiun the authenticity of composition as a discipline,
we must have some agreement about theory, methodology, and the

“kinds of (estions that are worth asking. We hope that the Witte
and Faigley test—and, indeed. all the titles in this series—will help
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us work toward that agreement and, ultimately, toward the estab-
lishment of composition as a discipline.

.

Tray, New York
Junuary 1983




Acknowledgments

Our work on Ecaluating College Writing Programs commenced at
about the same time as we—together with colleagues Jim Kinneavy
and John Daly—hegan drafting a grant proposal for the Fund for
the Improvement of Postsecondary Education. Although this mono-
graph and the FIPSE proposal were r onceived as two separate proj-
ects, they quickly merged when in the fall of 1950 we were awarded
a three-year grant from FIPSE to develop materials 2nd procedures
tor evaluating college writing programs.

From the ontset of the FIPSE project, our two fellow investiga-
tors—Jim Kinneavy and John Daly—served. at the very least, as
sounding boards for many of the ideas about writing program evalua-
tion which we set out in the following pages. Also from the begin-,
ning of the FIPSE project, Richard Hendrix, our Project Officer,
continually challenged—sometimes in not so subtle ways—us to
think through more carefully many of the ideas which eventually
were to become a part of the present work. Evaluating College
Writing Programs has also benefited enormously from the muny
hours we have spent discussing writing program evaluation with our
FIPSE consultants—Linda Flower (Carnegie Mellon University),
Sarah Freedman (University of California, Berkeley), Richard Lar-
son (Herbert Lehman College), Richard Lloyd-Jones (University of
lowa), and Ellen Nold (Stanford University). We are particularly
grateful to Sarah Freedman and Richard Larson who read and com-
mented on the monograph in draft. Most importantly, Evaluating
College Writing Programs has in a very real way grown out of our

11



siv. Acknowledgnuents

work with the graduate students who have Tabored with us on the
FIPSE project--Roger Cherry, David Jollife. Paul Mever, Tom
Miller, Anna Skinner, Mary Trachsel. and Keith Walters. To these
graduate students, we owe much more than this simplt- note of grati-
tude. No one could ask for a better group of colleagnes with whom
to work. ! ‘

We would also like to express our thanks to eal ('Dea, NCTV
Director of Publications. and the CCCC Conmittee on Research
for the support they have given to the writing of the present mono-
graph. We are particularly gratetul to Lee Odell (Rensselaer Poly-
technic Institute) for his sage and thorough commentaries on two
varlier versions.

Austin, Texas

/ January 1953




Evaluating College Writing Programs

13




1

The State of the Art of
Evaluating Writing Programs

1. 1/ The Need for Evaluation

“OCTOBER,” MARK TWAIN IS REPORTED TO HAVE SAID, “IS ONE
of the peculiarly dangerous months to speculate in stocks. Others

~are July, January, September, April, November, May, March, June,

December, August and February.” The same could be said about the
evaluation of college writing programs. Nevertheless, whether by
choice or circumstance, most composition specialists eventually par-
ticipate in an evaluation of a writing program, gathering and inter-
preting pieces of information that will contribute to decisions about
the program or particular courses in it. From the conception-of an
evaluation, from the planning stage to the final report, the evaluator
¢f college writing programs must confront a variety of difficult ques-
tions. Among these questions are the following: What purposes will
the evaluation serve? Should the person(s) charged with evaluating
a writing course or program be directly associated with it? What will
be the basis or bases of judgments about the program? Will teach-
ers’ testimonials be accepted as evidence of the program’s effective-
ness? How will the different evaluation data be relied upon in judg-
ments about the program? Will student performance or achievement
be considered the most important source of evaluation data? If mea-
sures of student performance are deemed acceptable as-sources of
evaluation data, how will those measures be administered? Will the
methods and the procedures of the evaluation affect the normal pat-
tern of learning? Should the evaluator know the expected outcomes

14




2 Evaluating College Writing Programs

of the program in advance of the evaluation? Are quantitative or
qualitative methods to be used, or are both to be used? Which will
be weighted most heavily? Are attitudinal and affective changes in
students as well as cognitive ones to be measured? Are the instru-

f ments for doing so valid and reliable? Are sufficient funds going to
be made available to carry out the evaluation?

Although evaluations of writing programs are carried out each
vear in many colleges and universities across the country, the litera-
ture on composition research is with but few exceptions silent on
how to answer questions such as the ones we have posed. This is not
to say that no body of scholarship addresses evaluation. To the con-
trary, even a hastily conducted library search will turn up numerous
books and articles addressing the philosophical' and practical? is-
sues of evaluation. Only recently. however, have composition spe-
cialists begun to recognize the importance and the complexity of
evaluating an entire writing program, to realize that evaluating a
college writing program involves much more than assessing the writ-
ten products of students at the beginning and the ending of a term.
Major eflorts toward improving evaluation, however, are being made
by Richard Larson’s Conference on College Composition and Com-
munication Committee on Teaching and Its Evaluation in Composi-
tion,’ the Bay Area Writing Project, and the Writing Program As-
sessment Project at The University of Texas at Austin.’ Groups such
as these have begun to explore some of the many erucial (uestions
associated with the evaluation of college writing programs. Yet the
literature on composition research gives would-be evaluators very
little to guide them through the maze of philosophical, theoretical,
and methodologieal problems.

Evaluation research is usually lumped together with pedagogical
rescarch under the more general rubric of applied research. Unlike
basic research, where the emphasis is on the generation of new
knowledge for its own sake, applied research strives to put knowl-
edge to pse in practical situations. In part because of its concern for
the pragmatic, pedagogical research in general and evaluation re-
search in particular are sometimes viewed as poor second cousins to
the important basic research in most disciplines. Research in writ-
ing is no exception. Some researchers have called for what amounts
to a moratorium on applic. research until more basic questions about
writing have been explored.

In spite of its lack of prestige, applied research in writing is likely to

4 15
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The State of the Art 3

continue. Pedagogical rescarch takes as its goal the development and
testing of effective composition curricula and instructional methods,
and evaluation research'takes as its goal the justification of curricula
and instruction. In a discipline ¢committed to the teaching of writ-
ing, certainly both goals are important. Yet pedagogical and evalua-
tion research are, and will continue to be. important for two other
reasons: (1) they can identify significant questions for basic research,
and (2) they can provide some measure of accountability for a profes-
sior becoming mcredsmf,l\' more accountable to agencies beyond its
control.

At the time of the publication of Braddock. Lloyd-Jones, and
Schoer's Research in Written Composition in 1963,7 research in writ-
ing was alinost exclusively concerned with pedagogy, with how best
to teach students to write. In the nearly two decades which have
followed, composition research has diversified considerably, with a

“great body of basic research appearing on discourse theory, compos-

ing, and writing development. Often overlooked, however, is how
much of this basic research has been inspired by pedagogical re-
search. The most obvious example of how pedagogical research can
influence basic research in composition is the work of Rohman and
Wlecke in the early 1960s.” Their study was designed and executed
as a pedagogical experiment in which the writing of two treatment
groups was compared in order to evaluate one pedagogical treat-
ment against the other. Ironically, the Rohman and Wlecke study
opened up the composing process as an area of investigation. The
influence of their study on basic rescarch in writing has been con-
siderable. even though their three-stage linear model of compos-
ing—prewriting, writing, and rewriting—has been dismissed. More
recently, pedagogical studies of the effects of sentence combining
have led to speculations about the cognitive processes associated
with writing development and have focused more attention on umts
of discourse above the sentence level.?

Apart from comparing the effectiveness of instructional methods
and curricula and generating basic research questions. the most
obvious reason for continuing evaluation research is that public in-
stitutions in a democracy are accountable to the public. Account-
ability of writing programs has become a much more prominent is-
sue in the aftermath of the “literacy crisis” of the 1970s. Based on
the results of several national survevs of language abilities—such as

those conducted under the auspices of the National Assessment of

16
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Educational Progress (NAEPY"—many articles in the popular press
and many broadeasts and telecasts during the past decade reported
that writing abilities are declining at all educational levels. Although
these articles have proffered a number of reasons for the decline,
most echo the conclusion of the widely quoted Newsweek article,
"Why Johnny Can't Write™: “the U.S. educational system is spawn-
ing a generation of semiliterates.”

In response to the “literacy crisis.” many colleges and universitics
have inserted new requirements into their curricula and developed
new programs for teaching writing:? and private and federal agen-
cies have supported several recentattempts to make college writing
instruction more effective. Whether these innovations are indeed
improving the writing abilities of college students and whether they
are in fact better than older methods remains very much in doubt,
primarily because neither evaluation theory nor practice has ade-
quately accommodated the discipline-specific needs of writing pro-

.grams and courses. Not to advance discipline-specific theories and

practices of evaluation may have the effect of stripping the profes-
sion of the one means it has for demonstrating the usefuluess of its
own solutions to the so-called literacy erisis. If we as composition
teachers and researchers do not develop our own models for evalu-
ating our writing programs, others will surely do it for us.

The purpose of the present monograph is to set ont a theoretical
framework for evaluating college writing programs. We do not pro-
pose solutions to the many problems associated with evaluation.
Rather, we intend this framework to be used to generate the kinds
of questions that will lead to comprehensive evaluations. We are
intentionally pluralistic and eclectic, drawing on many sources in
constructing this framework. To the extent that our monograph will
help persons interested in evaluation to understand better the com-
plex and dynamic nature of college writing programs. our efforts will
be worthwhile.

1. 2. Two Dominant Approaches to Writing Program
Evaluation
It is curious that so little has been written on the theory of writing

program evaluation. A vast literature on evaluation exists for other
disciplines, and issues concerning evaluation date back as far as col-
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lege writing courses themselves. Even before the turn of the cen-
tury, inferences about the effectiveness of instruction were made on
the basis of writing samples.” And today. many judgments are made
about the effectiveness of writing programs on the basis of limited
evidence, such as the year-to-vear seores on exit examinations from
writing courses. Even though many writing program directors be-
lieve that such measures do not adequately retlect the complex mis-
sion of writing programs, their frustration has brought few efforts to
amend the sibation.

Ifthere is no developed body of theory for writing program evalua-
tion, writing programs are nevertheless evaluated with some fre-
quency using one of two approaches. The first and most common
approach is the expert-opinion approach. The usual procedure in
this approach is for an “expert” to visit a writing program and then
judge its merits. The evaluation depends heavily on the expert’s -
pressions and knowledge, thus making the evaluator central in the
evaluation of the program. This approach is an extension of non-
programmatic evaluations routinely conducted in colleges and uni-
versities. In such nonprogrammatic evaluations, teachers of writing
are called upon to evaluate students, colleagues, courses, textbooks,
curricula, departments, and adwinistrators.

In spite of its widespread use. we refrain from calling the expert-
opinion approach a model for evaluation. Even though the expert-
opinion apprcach seems to provide the basis of the Couneil for Writ-
ing Program Administrators’ foravs into evaluafion, we have been
able to find very few accessible documents describing either in-
stances or rationales for this approach. In one such document, the
WPA Board of Consultant Evaluators lists a series of questions capa-
ble of generating descriptions of many components of writing pro-
grams. However, the VWPA “oard never indicates how the resultant
descriptions should figur i orogram evaluations. The WPA Board
apparently sees no distinetion between description and evaluation:
while it offers its set of quet tions as “a tool that WPAs and their col- -
leagues may find useful v, reviewing their programs’ goals, needs,
and procedures,” it provides no guidance for arriving at evaluative
judgments. '

In practice, the expert-opinion approach varies a great deal fron:
evalnator to evaluator, from site to site. In some locations evaluators
collect desceriptions—in the form of course descriptions and syllabi
—of the program being evaluated: in others they do not. In some

18
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6 Evaluating College Writing Programs

locations evaluators talk to teachers and students: in others they do
not. In some locations evaluators visit classes: in others they do not.
In scme locations evaluators examine student papers: in others they
do not. The ()nl\ ¢smmon denominator seems to be the presence of
an “expert,” the definition of which is as obscure as the approach
itself.

If we cannot construct a model for the expert-opinion approach,
we can identify some of its nnderlyving assumptions. First, as Gard-
ner and House both urge,” the principal assumption is that the best
evaluator is an expert on the thing or activity being evaluated.
This assumption, however valid it may appear on the surface, is
open to question. In the evaluation of writing programs, a good
deal hangs on one's identification of “expert.” is an expert evaluator
of a writing program someone who is acknowledged as an effective
teacher of writing? Is an expert someone who has successiully di-
rected a writing program in another setting? Is an expert someone
who is a member of this or that professional group? Is an expert some-
one who has written textbooks for college writing classes? Is an ex-
pert someone who understands and contributes regularly to the de-
velopment of new knowledge in the field? Is an expert someone who
espouses a particular theory of writing, or curriculum, or instruc-
tion? The inherent weakness of this underlving assumption is that

- very few experts tend to be knowledgeable in all areas of writing

programs.

A second assumption, namely, that the criteria upon which judg-
ments are made are appropriate, derives from the first assumption.
This second assumption runs contrary to the nature of expertise since
expert judgments are likely to be colored by the particular area of
expertise. Someone who is an expert in organizational theory may
be able to make valid judgments about the effectiveness of the ad-
ministrative structure of the writing program but be incapable of
making valid judgments about the appropriateness of a specific cur-
ricular component. Similarly, a textbook writer may be a responsi-
ble judge of the organization and presentation of text materials but
not have the expertise required to make judgments about the suit-
ability of the text materials to the institution’s goals. In all possible
approaches to writing program evaluation, but especially in the
expert-opinion approach, Kenneth Burke's reminder that a way of
seeing is also a way of not seeing seems apropys.

19 .
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A third assumption of the expert-opinion approach emanates from
the first two: that the expert or experts seleeted to evaluate the pro-
gram are capable of processing all of the relevant evaluation data in
order to make judgments based on those data. There is considerable
evidence that experts whe share the same hackground knowledge
combine data in different ways to arrive at sometimes disparate judg-
ments."” In addition.. expert-opinion evaluations rarely acknowledge
principles of sample selections or generalizability when considering
evidence. nor do they make use of qualitative methods of evalua-
tions because “experts” in writing seldom are trained in these areas.

As a consequence of these assumptions, the expert-opinion ap-
proach to writing program evaluation is largely atheoretical, making
any evalnation model impossible to extrapolate. In some instances.
experts have perhaps given sound evaluations of writing prograns.
But vxperts have also been used to make programs appear better
than they are or to delay unfavorable administrative decisions. Since
the results of expert-opinion evaluations usually are not pubhshed
or presented at professional mectiugs. there have been no advances
in this approach ov 'r the vears. Al is dependent upon the knowl-
edge, biases, commitment, and sensitivity of the evaluator.

The second dominant approach—a quantitative one which typi-
cally uses pretest-posttest designs—also lacks an articulated theoreti-
cal basis. The quantitative approach, however, differs significantly
from the expert-opinion approach in several wavs. The evaluator is
not at the center of the evaluation. Instead of relying on subjective
impressions, an evaluator secks objectivity in quantitative measures
which can be used across evaluation settings. Quantitative evalua-
tions are frequently published, allowing other researchers to exam-
ine their assumptions. methodologies, and results. Researchers have
attempted to learn from other researchers in order to refine their
research designs and procedures.

While there is no articulated model for conducting quantitative
evaluations of writing programs. we believe such a model oxists and
has informed some major pretest-posttest studies of writing pro-
grams during the past two decades. In the next chapter, we extrapo-
fate that model.

. Q 20
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The Quantitative Model of
Writing Program Evaluation

IN CHAPTER | WE ARGUED THAT THERE HAVE BEEN TWO DOMI-
nant approaches to writing program evaluation—the expert-opinion
approach, which is an ad hoc response to the need for evaluation,
and the pretest-posttest approach, which'is based on an unarticu-
lated model for writing program evaluation. In this chapter, we will
examine that unarticulated model by review .ag four major pretest-
posttest evaluation studies: the University of Northern Iowa stndy,
the University of California San Diego study, the Miami University
study, and the University of Texas study. We might have chosen
other studies as well, but these four serve to raise the most impor-
tant issues evaluators must face. The four studies focus in different
ways on two related questions: Does college writing instruction
positively affect the development of writing abilities? and Is one
type of composition instruction more eflective than another? To-
gether these studies point to the need to accommodate the large
number of curricular, instructional, and contextual variables of col-
lege writing programs in ai evaluation design.

4

I1. 1. The University of Northern lowa Study

Most evaluations of college writing instruction have addressed
the issue of whether one kind of writing instruction is more effective
than another. One exception is the study conducted at the Univer-
sity of Northern Iowa by Ross M. Jewell, John Cowley, and Gordon



S \ .
LY /

The Quantitative Model 9

Rhum.' The Northern Iowa study sought an answer to the broader
question, Does any kind of college writing instruction make a dif-
ference in the writing abilities of college students? We ehose to ex-
amine this study because it illustrates two problems that frequently
appear in evaluations of writing programs and courses: (I) the fail-
ure to understand and accommodate differences between composi-
tion courses, and (2) the failure to recognize and control differences
between noncomposition courses of study,

II. L L The Design and Results of the Northern Iowa Study

The Northern lowa study paired 2,080 freshmen enrolled st five
ditferent universities in the fall of 1964. The paired students were
matched on the basis of sex, ACT or SAT score, a theme score, and a
‘score indicative of combined performance on the sooperative En-
glish Tests: English Fxpression (COOP) and the College Entrance
Examination Board English Composition Test (CEEB). One mem-
ber of the 1,040 pairs took courses in writing and in other academic
subjects while the other member took courses in other subjects only.

Jewell, Cowley, and Rhuin report that three tests—the COOP.
the CEEB, ane’-a theme—were administered to the students in the
study at four different times, once near the beginning of their col-
lege careers and once at the end of the first, second, and fourth se-
mesters of study. The COOP and the CEEB, which are both objec-
tive tests, were scored according to the publishers’ guidelines: and
the themes were rated by Educational Testing Service personnel
using the procedures then employed by ETS.? The analyses per-
formed on the Northern lowa data generally indicated that at the
end of the first two semesters, the students who were enrolled in
composition performed better than their paired counterparts who
were not. However, by the end of the fourth semester, students
who had reeeived no formal instruction in college-level writing per-
formed as well as those students who had received writing instruc-
tion as freshmen. Jewell and his colleagues thus concluded that
freshman composition teaches writing skills that develop naturally,
but at some later point in the student's academic career.

II. 1. 2. A Critique of the Northern lowa Study

The Northern lowa study has suggested to many that teaching
courses in freshman writing is pointless, a conclusion which Jewell,

22




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10 Evaluating College Writing Programs

Cowley, and Rhum did not themselves draw. Yet the study does sug-
gest that courses in freshman composition may be of limited value,
But even that tentative conclusion may he ¢uestioned, given the
design of the study and some of the assumptions which underlie the
design.

Although impressively comples and ambitious, the Northern
lowa study has a number of Haws in its design. These flaws resulted
primarily from two assumptions the Northern lowa investigators
made prior to collecting the data on which their analyses were
hased. Both assumptions concerned the nature of the writing pro-
grams at the five participating universities. First, the investigators
failed to acknowledge in their research design differences among
the five programs. even though their descriptions (see pp. 23-29 of
the five composition programs indicate that considerable variation
among the programs existed. both in terms of “content” (their term)
and in terms of the amount and kinds of writing the students did.
Indeed, the “composition program’™ at one participating univer-
sity—The University of lowa—was quite unlike any of the other
programs. Second. the investigators did not attend to differences in
instructional methods used in the various programs or by individual
teachers within a particular composition program. These two as-
sumptions led the Northern lowa investigators to ignore difterences
in curriculum, student populations. program and course goals or ob-
jectives, and instruetional methods.

The Northern Towa evaluation also assumed that all noncomposi-
tion instruction which either group of students received was un-
differentiated. both within and across the five institutions. That is to
say, the investigators assumed that taking a course of study in chem-
istry affects the developiment of writing abilities no differently than
taking a course of study in art history or literature. However, an al-
ternative assumption—that different courses of study had different
offects on students’ writing abilities—is perhaps the more plausible
one. For example, students. enrolled in an engineering, degree pro-
gram probably did considerably less reading and less writing during
their first two academic vears than did students enrolled in a pro-
gram leading to a degree in history. Jewell, Cowley, and Rhum re-
mained silent about three important matters embedded in their see-
ond assumption: the cature of the degree programs in which the
students were enrolled, how these degree programs may have dif-
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tered w promoting language skills, and the distribution of individual
subjects and of paired subjects in the different courses of study within
and across the five universities.

The investigators' failure to explore these assumptions and their

failure to control the variables these assunptions ignore make

the results of their comparisons difficult to interpret. It the 1,040

matched pairs formed at the heginning of the study had rewained in

the study for the full two years, these assumptions would he less

problematic than they are, and the influence of particular iustruc-

tional programs, whether in composition or in other disciplines, on

the results might have been less. By the end of the first semester,

however, the 1,040 pairs were reduced through attrition to 597 pairs;

1 by the end of the second semester, to 365 pairs; and by the end of

| the fourth semester, to 122 pairs, slightly more than 10 percent

| of the original sample. If the five composition programs had been

‘ identical in all respects (but they were not) and if the noncomposi-

! tion courses of study had been identical (but they probably were

} not) for the remaining 122 puirs, we could place more confidence in

i the results of the study. However, the Northern lowa investigators

i did not report the distribution of the 122 pairs cither within com-

3 position programs or within noncomposition conrses of study in any

of the five universities.

The problems which result from ignoring such variables are many.

‘ For example, if a substantial number of the 122 students enrolled in

| freshiman composition courses were enrolled in a particular com-

i position program, any differences between the two groups’ pertor-

mances at the end of the fourth semester might be attributed to the

ineffectiveness of one particular composition pros ram among the

five used, rather than to the inefectiveness of freshman composi-

tion in general. Attention to curricular, instructional, and contex-
tual variables is mandatory in well-designed evaluation research.

The two assumptions we have addressed—that all composition

courses are equivalentand thatall noncomposition courses are equiva-

lent—illustrate the need for careful attention to complex sets of in-

teracting variables, whether they be contextual, curricular, or in-

structional in nature. Although we have criticized the design of the

Northern lowa study, we have not condemned the study itself, tor

the investigators present virtually all of their findings cautiously. The

Northern lowa study is one of the most ambitious and most complex
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evaluation studies of freshman composition ever attempted. In fact,
its complexity is one reason the study was selected for review here.,
Those who undertake such complex endeavors deserve nothing but
our respeet. for the diffienlties they encounter are many.

11. 2. The Unicersity of California San Diego Study

While the Northern lowa study sought to determine whether any
kind of writing program increases writing ability. most evaluation
studies have been primarily concerned with finding answers to the
second question we posed carlier: Is one method of teaching fresh-
man composition more effective than another? Several studies have
addressed the guestion directly, but one study addressed it in-
directly. That study is the one recently completed under the direc-
tion of Donald Wesling at the University of California San Diego.!
The differences between the “programs” evaluated in the San
Diego study are very much like the differences between “equiv-
alent” courses within the same program., We selected the San Diego
study for review here becanse (1) unlike the Northern lowa study, it
attempted to accommodate differences in the way writing is taught,
(2) it relied on more than one measure of writing course or program
effectiveness. (3) it illustrates some of the difficulties associated with
infering course or program effectiveness from writing samples, and
(4) it illustrates the relative nature of writing program evaluation.

11. 2. 1. The Design and Results of the San Dicgo Study

The subjects used in the San Diego study were 175 freshmen un-
evenly distributed across the four colleges within the University.
Each of the four groups—which ranged in size from 35 to 50 stu-
dents—produced three essays which were submitted to holistic
evaluatior on a nine-point scale by twoe independent raters. with a
third rater used to reconcile kurge differences hetween the scores
assigned by the first two raters. Each of the four groups received
instruction in writing, but that instruction differed considerably
across groups. For example| while two of the colleges” composition
programs were tied to the contents of other disciplines, the other
two were not. One of the programs tied to another content required
students to write on social issues, deriving topies from a reader, while
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the other required its students to write on topics from the humani-
ties. All four groups of students were reported to have significantly
increased their average holistic scores from the first to the second
essay and from the first to the third essay:

Some of the students also took the English Achievement Test
(EAT) at two ditterent times, once prior to admission and onee after
completing a course in college writing. This pretest-posttest use of
the EAT was adopted in order to determine whether writing in-
struction in the tour colleges “led to improvement in the editing
component of writing” (p. 2D, In addition. the EAT was admin-
istered to a groap of students who had not been exposed to writing
instruction in any of the four colleges. Analvses of the EAT results
indicated that none of the five groups—the four groups drawn from
the four colleges nor the “control” group—realized statistically sige-
nificant gains on the KAT

In addition to the nse of three essavs as measures of the stndents’
writing abilities and the two administrafons of the EAT as measures
of “editing skills.” the San Diego study emploved a number of other
evaluative tools, For example, Jumes Moffett* served as an “outside”
evaluator who visited classes, talked with teachers and administra-
tors, and solicited reactions to the four programs from students. The
investigators also collected reactions from students to the composi-
tion programs in which they were enrolled. For this purpose, the
investigators used a 37-item course and professor evaluation (ues-
tionmaire, a locally designed Likert-tvpe instrument which appar-
ently had been used at San Diego for several vears. In addition. 33
students were interviewed by persons involved in the study in an
attenmpt to arrive at some “confirmation of impressions” generated
trom other sources of data (p. 45,

I 2. 2. Critigue of the San Dicego Study

The report of the San Diego evaluation concludes that in general
the four nndergraduate colleges at UC San Diego did cqually effec-
tive jobs in improving stadents’ writing.

The study is not. however, free of problems in research design
and methodology, some of which are noted by the investigators.
These problems in design and methodology need to be placed in
perspective, since the San Diego evaluation was an evaluation quite
different from the Northern owa study, Whereas the Northern lowa
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evaluation sought, in effect, to determine the Yolative cefticacy of two
different treatments—one involving composition instruction and
one not—the purpose of the San Diego study was “to try to evalnate
progirammatic strengths and wcaknesscs of each college program in
context rather than in competition” (p. 34). Thus overt comparisons
of the writing programs of the four colleges were presumably be-
yond the scope of the San Diegg evaluation; however, Wesling and
his colleagues structured the report and evaluated the writing sam-
ples in such a way that implicit, if not explicit, comparisons across
the four colleges were made throughout.

The features of the San Diego study which make comparisons
across the four programs difficult can be illustrated verv easily. If,
for example, the investigators had been serious abont evaluating
each of the four programs “in context rather than in competition,”
then it would have made more sense to write a separate report for
each program. Instead, the investigators chose to write a single ve-
port in which, among other things, they put in the same t ablc the
results for the four colleges and employ such expressions as “cross-
college comparison,” “Warren, unlike the other colleges,” and “high-
est in Third College.” Throughout the report, the reader is invited
to make the very comparisons the investigators suy they intended to
avoid.

These comparisons were, in fact, unavoidable, given the proce-
dures used for conducting the holistic evalnations. The investiga-
tors recsffhized that the four college writing programs differed in
importa@ways from one another. One of the ways in which they
differed Was in the kinds of writing the students in the various col-
leges were asked to do, a matter documented by the investigators
themselves. Indeed, the researchers included the following sen-
tence in their report: “Among the variables we could not control tor:
discourse mode, the amount of time elapsed between essays, the
number of hours of instruction, different forms of instruction, differ-
ing amounts of collateral reading, differing ways of generating topics
for writing” (pp. 34-35). One might be inclined to think that the
iack of control over these variables would be inconsequential in an
evaluation whose purpose was not to compare four composition
programs but rather to evaluate each program in its own context.
However, the essays—which were written on different topics, in
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different modes, and at different times by the four groups—were
pooled for the holistic evaluations. Thus the raters knew the topic of
an es«ay if it was “indicated . . . by the title” (if there was one) or
“by whatever the reader . . . {could] infer from the thrust of the
given piece of writing” (p. 28). :

In holistic scoring, judgments of writing quality are always rela-
tive. Raters give a particular score to a particular paper in relation
to the scores assigned to the other papers in the set. A holistic train-
ing session might be defined as the process by which experienced
raters of student writing are forced through group pressure to aban-
don their own ideas of writing quality and to adopt others which are
relative to the rating group’s view of writing Quality, relative to the
set of essays being rated, and relative to the need to distribute es-
says across all scoring categories. Whenever ratings— whether holis-
tic orgy(cm'isv-are made relative to all the papers in the set. all
rating<are based on explicit and implicit comparisons among the pa-
pers in the set,

With the papers from the four colleges pooled, the raters in the
San Diego study had no choice but to compare the writing of stu-
dents in one college with the writing of students in other colleges to
determine the merit of one essay in relation to all other essays in the
set regardless of the topic on which the essavs were written. the
rhetorical purpose for which they were written. and the modes in
which they were written. In short, the procedures emploved man-
dated comparing essays across colleges. These very comparisons,
however, were the ones the investigators indicated could not be
made because the four writing programs were fundamentally dif-
ferent. Thus while the San Diego investigators sought to ;-void one
of the problems we identified in the Northern lowa stud- . - did
not do so,

Although we have been criticial of certain features of the San
Diego evaluation study, we believe that Wesling and his colleagues
are to be commended for recognizing that use of a single source of
data will not result in a good writing program evaluation. Because of
this recognition, the San Diego investigators collected and analvzed
different kinds of data from a number of diffsrent sources—objec-
tive measures of writing ability, writing samples, measures of stu-
dent attitudes towards courses and instructors, personal observa-
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tions and interviews by an “outside” expert, and in-depth interviews
of students. No single set of data provided the hasis for the positive
evaluation accorded the four writing programs; rather, the inves-
tigators used all available data as the basis for their evaluation af the
four programs.

Because no generally acceptable procedures and materials for
evaluating writing programs have been developed, we have limited
our criticism of the San Diego study to aspects of the holistic evalua-
tion of the student papers. Although not all of the issues of relia-
bility and validit have been addressed, procedures for evaluating
student texts holistically have been established and the nature of
such evaluation has been defined,* thus justifying our criticism. Our
criticism of the particular method of rating the San Diego papers
holistically raises some important questions about the validity of
that procedure, for a method can be valid for a particular purpose
only if it is consistent with that purpose. The lesson to be learned
from the San Diego study is that writing program evaluators must
develop and use research procedures consistent with the purpose of
the evaluation. '

11. 3. The Miami University Study

Some studies have attempted to avoid the problem illustrated by
the San Diego study by comparing different approaches to teaching
college writing. These studies try to control, through both research
designs and statistical procedures, the major eurricular and instruc-
tional variables. However, these variables are very difficult to con-
trol, as illustrated by the Miami University sentence-combining
study conducted by Andrew Kerek, Donald Daiker, and Max Moren-
berg. The purpose of the Miar ¢ study was to determine the effec-
tiveness of a “sentence-combining curriculum™ in comparison to a
“traditional” composition course.” The Miami study was selected for
review here because it (1) illustrates the difficulties associated with
the failure to separate curricular and instructional variables in-
volved in comparative evalvations of writing courses, (2) illustrates
the problems of defining both curricula and instruction in writing,
and (3) illustrates the necessity of controlling instructional and cur-
ricular variables through carefully conceived research designs.

1
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I1. 3. 1. The Design and Results of the Miami Study

In the Miami study, 290 beginning college freshmen were used to
torm two groups consisting of six classes each. One group was called a
“control” group and the other was called an “experimental” group,
even though both groups underwent writing instruction of some
kind." The "experimental” group, consisting of 151 subjeets, was ex-
posed to what the Miami investigators called "an exclusive sentence-
combining curriculum,” while the other, consisting of 139 subjects,
was exposed to “traditional” ™ instruction in writing. Pretest and
posttest essays were collected from all students. These essays were

written on an informative or expository topic that allowed students - - -

to draw narrative and descriptive details from personal experience.

These essays were collected from each group at the beginning and
ending of a semester of swudy. In addition, the investigators also col-
lected pre- and posttest reading scores, When the reading scores
were compared, neither group was found to have improved in read-
ing skills more than the other. However, when the holistic and ana-
Iytic scores assigned to the writing samples were compared, the
investigators found that the “experimental” group had realized
significantly larger gains in writing quality than had the "control”
group. So too with comparisons of the writing samples along certain
dimensions of syntactic fluency.” :

A follow-up study was also conducted 28 months after the original
data had been collected. OF the original 290 students, 140 partici-
pated in the follow-up, 65 from the “control” group and 75 from the
“experimental” group. The follow-up was conducted in order “to in-
vestigate the long-range effects of intensive sentence-combining
practice on the writing ability of college students” (p. 1130). The 140
students in the follow-up study were volunteers who were paid to,”
write one essay on the same topic they had written for the posttest
essay in the original study. These 140 new essays were pooled with
those essays originally written as posttest essavs by the same stu-
dents. This set of 280 essays was then rated holistically and analyti-
cally by ETS raters who were reported not to have known the source
of the essays they were asked to rate. Analvses of the follow-up rat-
ings revealed that “on both the holistic and the analytic ratings, the
control- cxperlmental differences were statistically not slgmhmnt
(p. 1133), that the “sentence-combining students were no lon}.,er su-
perior to the control students in writing quality” (p. 1134),
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The Miami investigators initially speculated that the qualitative
increases on the experimental students’ posttest essayvs were strongly
linked to the quantitative gains in Hunt's syntactic indices, since the
group taught by sentence combining increased significantly in both
holistic scores and syntactic measures while the traditionally taught
group did not."? Other researchers who examined the relationship
between syntactic maturity and judgments of quality, however,
tound Hunt's indices to be minimumly valuable for explaining vari-
ance in holistic sources.' \WWhen the Miami investigators analvzed
the amount of the variance in holistic ratings of experimental post-
tests which could be accounted for by Hunt's indices, they found
that the syntactic factors together “predicted not quite 4% of the

.. variance” (p. 1126). Thus the raters were not influenced to any
great degree by the increased complesity in the sentence com-
biners’ posttest essays.

I1. 3. 2. Critique of the Miami Study

The Miami investigators encountered several problems in defin-
ing the curricular and instructional variables in their study, a fact
which finds illustration in the differing accounts of the study. These
problems ' fem from the investigators” failure to determine prior to
the study itself whether they were to examine a curriculum, and in-

structional inethod. or both. The 1980 and most recent version of

the Miami study offers post hoc explanations of why sentence com-
bining worked and attemipts to answer some of the criticisms and
questions raised about the study as originally reported.'* For exam-
ple, Mellon and Kinneavy pointed out that the whole-discourse
exercises used in the Miami study differed substantially from the
sentence-combining exercises used by Mellon and O'Hare in earlier
studies. The Miami investigators did not address this issue in their
1978 reports; but in the 1980 report, they write that the “experi-
mertal students were exposed to rhetorically based [italics theirs]
sentence combining,” that “the sentence-combining method used
in the experimental sections was deliberately and unabashedly rhe-
torical in character™ (p. 1099). Elsewhere in the report, the inves-
tigators say that “"the term ‘sentence combining’ is not a wholl;
accurate description of the classroom procedures used in the experi-
mental sections: sentence-combining practice obviously went far
béyond isolated, sentence-level grammatical transformations™ (p.
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1100). Clearly, the Miami investigators faced a difficult problem
in definition, a problem which turned on not only the activity of
combining “kernel” sentences into longer ones and the kinds of
sentence-combining exercises used but also the classroom proce-
dures the teachers of the experimental elasses nsed to lead their stu-
dents to an understanding of the rhetorical principles they wished
“to emphasize. Obviously, the Miami investigators had expanded the
notion of sentence combining to include the notion of discourse
combining and discourse generation as well.

The Miami investigators’ expansion of the notion of sentence com-
bining as inherited from Mellon" and O'Hare™ was nothing short of
inspired. Yet because this expansion was not carefully defined prior
to the study itself, it created a serions design problem for the inves-
tigators, as reflected in their inability to distingnish between sen-
tence combining as a “teaching method” (p. 1116) and sentence com-
bining as a enrriculnm: “The idea of an exclusive sentence-combining
curriculum had not been tested before” (p. 1101).

It we smderstand curriculum in its usual sense of “content” and if
we understand teaching method or instructional method in its usual
sense of the means and ways used to teach curriculum, then the ma-
jor problem in the Miami study becomes obvions. Sentence combin-
ing is not a writing curriculum: rather it is an instructional method.

The instructional method of combining short sentences into one
or more sentences contains no inherent asstmptions about the re-
sulting sentences. That is to say, as originally conceived, sentence
combining in and of itself did not teach a content, did not address
rhetorical concerns; it taught students how to combine sentences in-
dependently of rhetorical situations. Mellon, for example, used sen-
tence combining to accelerate naturally ocenrring syntactic devel-
opment. not to teach the use of rhetorical principles. But the Miami
study employed sentence combining in a very different way, and for
an additional reason. In the following gnotation, which illustrates
the instructional materials and methods growing out of the Miami
study, the Miami investigators use sentence combining to teach
rhetorical principles. Here they discuss three students’ solutions to
a sentence-combining problem: “All three student writers appar-
ently realize that repeating key terms or sentence elements, es-
pecially at the conclusion of an essay, is an effective means of em-
phasis. But all have problems making repetition work. In the first
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version, the fragment is more disruptive than emphatic.” " This ad-
aptation of sentence combining to teach rhetorical principles con-
tained in traditional writing curricula is an important innovation,
one which makes sentence combining an instructional method ap-
propriate for college writing classes. But the rhetorical principles
themselves are matters of curriculum, not the method or methods
used to teach it.™ In short, the Miami investigators wore unatne to
decide whether they were testing for the relative effectiveness of a
curriculum or an instructional method or both. Consequently. they
failed to control some important variables, hoth instructional and
curricular, in their study.

Among the variables left uncontrolled in the Miami study were the

amount of writing the students in the two groups did. the amount of

collateral reading they did, the kinds of writing thev did, the rhe-
torical principles they were taught, the textbooks they used, the
amount and kinds of homework assignments they did, and the appar-
ently diverse set of instructional methods used in the two classes.™
These are essentially some of the same variables which were left un-
controlled iu the Northern lowa study and in the San Diego study.
With this many variables left uncontrolled, it is—contrary to the
claims of the Miami investigators—impossible to tell whether the
"experimental” classes promoted greater growth in syntactic Hu-
ency and writing quality or whether the “control” classes inhibited
such growth. If one adopts the position of the Miami investigators
that the “experimental” classes promoted such growth, determining
which instructional or curricular variable(s) caused the growth is
similarly impossible.

The investigators explain their failure to control one of these vari-
ables in the following way:

The experimental students did more out-of-class writing than their
control counterparts. Since all sentence-combining exercises require stu-
dents to write, experimental students spent much of their homework
time writing, just as control students spent much of their time reading.
After all. homework assignments that require writing are as integral to a
sentence-combining program as those that require reading are to a pro-
gram with an essay reader and a standard rhetoric. It follows that equaliz-
ing the total amount of writing by the control and experimental students
would have meant changing the fundamental nature of at least one of the
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two curriculums. But such control may have been as UNNCCESSATY as jt
was undesirable, because research suggests that neither the amount nor
the frequency of writing in self improves writing quality. (p. 1102)

While it is true that some research—research on high school writ-
ers—sugeests that “neither the amount nor the frequency of writ-
ing in itselWimproves writing quality.” the amount and the trequency
of “writing in itself™ is not what is at issue in the Miami study. What is
at issue is the variability in the amount and frequency of writing in

conjunction with the variability in instructional methods, kinds of

writing, amount and frequency of reading, types of text materials,
and so forth; and unless all such variables are controlled. it s virtually
impossible to attribute causality to one variable instead of another.
What the Miami study allows us to conclude is that the students en-
rolled in the writing chisses which used sentence-combining exer-
cises outperformed students enrolled in a course which did not use
those exercises. Whether the sentence-combining exercises did, in
fuct, increase performance is simply not known,

I 4. The University of Texas Study

Although different in both scope and kind from the other three
studies, the University of Texas study conducted by the present au-

thors * complements certain aspeets of the earier three, Like all of

the three previous studies, the Texas study attempted to measure
improvement in the writing abilities of college freshmen across time.
Like the other three studies, it examined the performances of stu-
dents enrolled in a “traditional” freshman writing conrse. Like the
San Diego study and the Northern Towa study, it examined existing
conrses of study, rather than creating experimental ones. Like the
Miami study, it compared the performanee of students in a “tradi-
tional” course with that of students enrolled in a conrse predicated
on sentence-expansion exercises.

The Texas study also differed in important ways from the other
studies we have diseussed. The Texas study, unlike the Miami study,
did not hypothesize the greater efficacy of an “experimental” course
over a “traditional” one. Neither course in the Texas study was con-
sidered experimental; both were courses which had been regularly
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taught for several vears. Unlike the Miami study, however, the Texas
study found significant improvement in the writing and reading
skills of students enrolled in “traditional” freshman writing classes.
Unlike the other studies, the Texas study examined changes in writ-
ing ability across two different types of writing, not just one.

But the most important difference is that the Texas study was
based on a research design and analytic procedures that addressed
the differences in instructional methods, curriculum, and instruc-
tional media in the courses compared. Our purpose in discussing
the Texas study in some detail here is to illustrate the extreme diffi-
culty in controlling major variables when two very different courses
are compared.

. 4. 1. Design and Results of the Texas Study

The Texas study compared the effectiveness of two options for the
introductory freshman composition course, options which had been
in place for several vears. The two options for acquiring credit in the
course differed with respect to instructional setting. method of in-
struction, instructional media, and curriculom. One option was
taught in a conventional classroom while the second was taught in a
laboratory. The first option relied on a combination of class discus-
sions, some lectures, and individual student conferences, while the
second relied almost exclusively on tutorials, with one teacher-tutor
for every six students. The first option emploved traditional, printed
text materials, while the second used a combination of a programmed-
learning text, a traditional text, and computer-assisted instruction.

The holistic option. Perhaps the most important differences be-
tween the two options lay in the instructional approaches to curricu-
lum and in the theoretical assumptions which undergirded the two
curricula. The first option employed what we call a holistic approach,
It emphasized rhetorical and compositional principles in the context
of whole pieces of discourse rather than in isolation. Based in part
on the theoretical work of Kinneavy,® the option attended to the
development of writing skills in the context of three purposes of
written discourse—the expressive purpose, the persuasive pur-
pose, and the referential purpose—as realized through Kinneavy's
four modes of discourse—description, narration, classification, and
evaluation.? The holistic approach was thus a top-down or whole-
to-part approach to teaching composition. Students enrolled in the
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holistic option wrote the equivalent of six essays (500-650 words
each), not counting the library paper, the journal, or two pretest and
two posttest essays required by the evaluation design (see below).

The meristic option. The second option employed what we call a
particle or meristic approach. Rather than working from the whole
discourse to the individual parts as in the holistic option, the meris-
tic option approached the development of rhetorical and composi-
tional skills in a deliberately synthetic way, working from individual
discourse parts—in particular, sentences—to paragraphs aud, fi-
nally, to multiple-paragraph essays. The rhetorical theory under-
lying this second option with its bottom-up approach was Christen-
sen’s generative rhetoric as adapted by Michael Grady to the whole
essay, and taught with further modifications throngh Wittig's Steps
to Structure,* the major textbook in the course. The second option
treated the sentence as the microcosm of the paragraph and the
paragraph the microcosm of the essay. Accordingly. the assumption
underlying this option was that skills developed in ‘writing sen-
tences could be synthesized into the larger, more complex skills re-
quired, first, in writing paragraphs and, second, in writing essays. **
The students enrolled in the second option did not write nearly so
many essays as did the students in the holistic option. In fact, they
wrote only two besides the four essays collected as part of the eval-
wation. The students in the meristic option did, however, produce,
through the large number of seutence and paragraph exercises, a
number of words comparable to that produced by students in the
holistic option. ,

If possible differences in student performance were to be ox-
plined, the curricular and instructional differences between the
two options had to be accominodated in the research design. A de-
sign which factored out all of these differing components would have
called for the examination of student performance in 42 different
conrses, only two of which would have been of primary interest. lu-
stead. courses were constructed which would allow five principal
comparisons across the two options.*

Five principal comparisons of the two options. The first priucipal
comparison paired the two courses as they were normally taught, a
comparison similar to the comparison used in the Miami study. The
first principal comparison thus tested for overall course effect. The
second principal comparison tested for the effect of instructional
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approach when the method of instruction was conventional class-
room instruction for both options. In this comparison, hoth the
holistic and the meristic options were taught in a conventional class-
room setting. The meristic course examined in this comparison. un-
like the course as it was normally taught. did not employ computer-
assisted instruction, The third comparison tested for the effect of
the rhetoric text on the holistic option with half the students rece-
ing rhetorical instruction through The Writing Commitment only
and half receiving it through the course syllabus only. The tourth
comparison tested for the effect of instructional method. Halt the
students received instruction via the holistic approach in a conven-
tional classroom setting and half received it in a tutorial setting. The
fifth principal comparison tested for the effect of instructional ap-
proach when instructional method was always tutorial. The five
principal comparisons are swinmarized in table 1.

Selection of students and teachers. Twenty beginning freshman
composition classes @pproximately 500 students) were selected for
the evaluation study. The mean ECT scores for the students in these
20 classes did not differ significantly from the mean ECT scores for
the students enrolled in the 160-plus classes of the same course of-
fered that semester. Since we wanted to be able to draw conclusions
that would apply to all classes and students in the first course in
freshman writing, this test of comparability was - mandatory. For
each of the five principal comparisons four classes were used, two
tor cach of the two sides of each comparison. By using two classes for
either side of each comparison, we were able to ensure that no sub-
group differed measurably from any other subgroup in the study.
And when they were compared, the mean ECT score for any two-
class subgroup used in the five principal comparisons did not differ
significantly from the mean ECT score for all 20 sections in the study.
Although the four classes for any given comparison were taught at
abont the sume time during the day, time of day was not rigorously
controlled across comparisons. For each principal comparison, two
teachers were selected, with each teacher assigned one class on ¢i-
ther side of the comparison. This procedure allowed us to control
the teacher variable. By having the two teachers in each of the five
principal comparisons teach one class on each side of the compari-
son. we believed that if greater effectiveness were observed at the
end of the term for one side of the comparison. that greater effec-
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Table 1
Summary of the Five Principal Comparisons in the Texas Study
Compuri- Section Teacher N of Tosted
son No.  No. No.  Students Description Eflect
() 1 } 9 holistie/conventional (Ow'ral[
2 2 9 holistic/conventional  eftect of
I 3 1 9 meristic/lab-tutorial course)
4 2 9 meristic/lab-tutorial
2Aa) 5 ] 9 holistic/conventional  (Effect of
6 4 9 holistic/conventional  curriculum)
2 7 3 9 meristic/conventional
8 4 9 meristic/conventional
3a) 9 5 9 holistic/conventional — (Effect of
10 6 9 holistic/conventional 5.""}'"}“ in
3 11 5 9 holistic (syllabas)/ '"'"”_'_“'l
conventional curriculum)
12 6 9 holistic (sylabus)/
conventional
4{a) 13 7 9 holistic/conventional — (Effect of
14 8 9 holistic/conventional  instructional
4(h) 15 7 ) holistic/tutorial method)
16 8 9 holistic/tntorial
Na) 17 9 9 holistic/tutorial {Effect of
18 10 9 holistic/tutorial curriculum)
5(h 19 9 9 meristic/ tutorial
20 10 9 meristic/ tutorial

/

tiveness could not be attributed to teacher differences across the
comparison.

Test procedures. The 500 students enrolled in the 20 classes were
administered several measures pre and post to determine changes
across the semester. During the first three or four class periods—
depending on whether the class was taught on a Tuesdsy-Thursday
or a Monday-Wednesday-Friday schedule—each student took the
Miller-Daly Writing Apprehension Test (WAT),Z the parsgraph
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comprehension section of the MeGraw-Hill Reading Test,” the
McGraw-Hill Writing Test,™ and two writing, assignments—one on
a topic which drew on personal experience and encouraged narra-
tive and descriptive details and one on an argumentative topic. Two
personal experience topics, the ones used in the Miami study, were
used for the first of the two essays. One class on each side of each
comparison wrote on one topic for the pretest while the other one on
each side wrote on the other topic. For the posttest the topics were
reversed. Two argumentative topics were nsed for the second essay,
one on required literacy tests for high school seniors and one on re-
quired high school composition courses. For the pretest one class on
each side of cach principal comparison wrote on one argumentative
topic and one on cach side wrote on the other. For the posttest the
topics were reversed. ® Near the end of the term, students were
given an opportunity to complete a course-instructor evaluation
form widely used in compositior, classes at the University of Texas.

Analyses of data. From cach of the 20 classes in the study, nine
students who completed the course were randomly selected. The
data collected from these 180 students were then submitted to de-
tailed analvses. We analvzed each essay (720 in alD for length in
words and for certain syntactic features. The four essays from each
of the 180 students were coded to ensure student anonymity and to
ensure that raters could not distinguish pretest essays from posttest
essays. We then evaluated the essays holistically, withy the 360 per-
sonal experience essays rated on one day and the 360 argnmentative
essays rated one week later. Each essay was given a score ranging
from 1 to 4 by two raters. When the two scores differed by more
than one point. the essay was submitted to a third reading to resolve
the difterence.

Fice derivative comparisons. In addition to the five principal
comparisons, we created five derivative comparisons, These deriva-
tive comparisons drew on the data collected from the 20 classes used
in the five principal comparisons. In these five derivative compari-
soms, controls over certain instructional variables were saerificed in
order to achieve larger "N's.” The derivative comparisons were com-
pleted for the purpose of confirming the results of the five principal
comparisons. The first derivative comparison pitted all holistic
classes taught in a conventional classroom setting against all meristic
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classes taught in a conventiomal classroom setting, The sceond de-

rivative comparison paired all holistic classes tanght in a conven-

tional classroom setting with all meristic classesstaught tutorially,

The third compared all classes taught in & conventional classreom

setting with all classes taught tutorially. ‘The tourth derivative com-

parison contrasted all holistic classes with all meristic dlasses. The

fitth paired all holistic classes taught in a conventiozal classroom

setting with all holistic clsses taught tutorially. These five deriva-

tive comparisons are summarized in table 2. '

The analyses of the data were performed in two stages: first, for
+ the five principal and for the five derivative comparisons. and sec-
U ond, for all 180 students combined. ' ‘
Principal and Derivative Comparisons. In spite of the carefully

coneeived research design, the principal and derivative comparisons

in the Texas study vielded very few striking results. In Principal

Comparison 1. which compared the two conrses as they were nor-

mally taught. the analyses indicated that the holistic-conventional

course produced greater gains in writing quality on the personal ox- 1,

perience essays than did the meristic-laboratory-tutorial course. Al-

though students on each side of each comparison improved in over- }

ol writing quality, this comparison was the only one that evidenced \

a difference owing to course effect. Significant improvement on \

both sides of each comparison made the courses in the remaining

comparisems appear equally effective in promoting writing quality, |

reggardless of type of writing. Principal Comparisons 1 and 2 indi- |

cated that the weristic curriculum produced longer argumentative

essays, suggesting that the modified Christensen approach reflected

in Steps to Structure helped developed invention skills, These es-

say length findings were confirmed by Derivative Comparisons |

and 2. In addition, the fourth Derivative Comparison, which com-

pared all holistic classes with all meristic dasses. indicated sigmifi-

cant gains for the meristic classes on the essay length of both the

argumentative and the personal experience essavs. The five princi-

pal and derivative comparisons also produced scattered syntactic

differences that did not consistently favor cither curriculmm or any

instructional method. No significant differences were observed for

any of the standardized-test measures nor for the Writing Appre-

hension Test. *
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Table 2
Suminary of the Five Derivative Comparisons in the Texas Study ‘

Compari- Section N of Tested

son No. Nos. Students Description Effect

1(a) 1,2,5,6,9, 90  holistic/conventional (Effect of
10,11,12, ! curriculum) s
13,14

1(b) 8.9 18  meristic/conventional

2a) 1.2,5,6,9, 90  holistic/conventional (Overall
10,11,12, © ° course
13.14 effect)

Ab) 3.4,19.20 36  meristic/tutorial

3a) 1,2,5.6,7, 108  =conventional (Efect of
8,9,10,11, instructional
12,13,14 method)

Ab) 3,4,15,16, 72 tutorial
17,18,19,20

4(a) 1,2.5.6.9, 126  holistic (Effect of
10,11,12, curriculum)
13,14,15,
16,17,18

4(b) 34,78, 54  meristic
19,20

5(a) 1,2,5,6,9, 90  holistic/conventional (Eftect of
10,11,12, +  instructional
13,14 method)

5(b) 15,16,17,18 36  holistic/tutorial

All students. Analyses of the pooled data for all 180 students showed
a significant pretest-to-post* st change (p < .037) for only one syn-
tactic variable, the vercen.: .e of words in final nonrestrictive modi-

fiers in the argumentative essays. The length of the argumentative

essays, a possible indication-of greater invention skills, increased
significantly (p < .001). Holistic scores for bath the personal experi-
¢nce essays and the argumentative essays also increased signifi-
cantly (p < .001) over the semester, thus suggesting that as a group
the 180 students were actually writing better after one semester of
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instruction: As a group, the 180 students also significantly increased
three of their four scores on the McGraw-iill Writing Test: lan-
guage mechanics (p < .001), sentence patterns (p < .002), and total
score (p < .001). The gains on the reading comprehension part of
the McGraw-Hill Reading Test were less dramatic but nonetheless
significant (p < .021). The changes in reading comprehension scores
were further explored by examining subsets of the data collected
from the 20 classes. Using t-tests, we found that reading compre-
hension did not increase significantly for the meristic-conventional
students (N = 18), the meristic-tutorial students (N = 36), the stu-
dents (N = 72) enrolled in all classes taught tutorially, or the stu-
dents enrolled in all the meristic classes (N = 54). However, signifi-
cant changes were recorded by the students (N = 90) enrolled in all
holistic-conventional classes (p < .004), the students (N = 126) en-
rolled in all holistic classes (p < .017), and for students (N = 108)
enrolled in classes taught using conventional methods and in a con-
ventional setting (p < .019). No significant changes were observed
- for scores on the Miller-Daly Writing Aporehension Test.

Additional analyses. In addition to looking at scores for essay’s
and for multiple-choice tests of writing-related skills, we also exam-
ined student responses to an instructor-course evaluation inst-u-
ment, interviews with some s(udents, and the failure and attrition
rates for the 20 classes.

The course-instructor evaluations were conducted using a 20-item
instrument designed by a faculty-student committee at the Univer-
sity of Texas and administered through the Measurement and Eval-
uation Center. Although the results of this course-instructor evalua-

*tion are somewhat difficult to interpret for classes in which students
saw several tutor-teachers during the semester, we could find no
systematic differences in the evaluations of the various classes. One
of the investigators also interviewed several of the students in the
four classes used in Principal Comparison 1, which cormpared the
two courses as they had been taught for several vears. | he only im-
portant difference between the two tvpes of classes was heard in the
comments the meristic students made about the problemns they had
adjusting to a course taught tutorially in a laboratory setting. Sev-
cral of the meristic students interviewed indicated that they experi-
enced considerable difliculty and frustration initially, but most re-
marked that after they had made the adjustment, they found the
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instructional method and setting to be a satisfactory alternative to
regular class meetings and t. Zroup instruction by a single teacher.

Besides the course-teacher evaluations. we examined the failure
and attrition rates of the 20 classes. We believed that the attrition
rate would indicate whether the courses seemed to be meeting the
needs and expectations of stndents enrolled in them. This examina-
tion proved to be very revealing. It showed that in classes taught in
conventional classroom settings by teachers using conventional
methods of instruction, the combined failure and attrition rate was
under 10 percent or about two students for each of the 12 classes.
The combined rate for failure and attrition jumped to about 25 per-
cent for the eight classes taught tutorially. For the four meristic-
tutorial classes, the combined rate was slightly over 34 percent.
Since the rate for meristic classes taught in a conventional classroom
setting with conventional methods of instiuction was well under 10
percent, we inferred that the tutorial method was the cause of the
higher attrition rate, not the meristic approach.

Text-internal measures and judgments of quality. In the five prin-
cipal comparisons, we were concerned to discover, first, whether
students’ writing improved as a result of the writing instruction they
received. Second, we were interested in determining whether cer-
tain text-internal change might account for anv increase in overall
writing quality. We found no evidence that syntactic variables are
predictors of the holistic scores of the 720 essays examined in the
Texas study. In fact, in a series of multiple regression analyses, we
found that in the personal experience essays, the best predictor of
quality among the syntactic variables was the mean percentage of
words In final nonrestrictive modifiers. And that variable predicted
only 3.03 percent, leaving nearly 97 percent unexplained. On the
argumentative essays, that variable predicted even less of the vari-
ance, 0.73 percent. And these were the best predictors among the
svntactic variables we studied. Neither did essay length turn out to
be a very good predictor, explaining only 4.94 percent of the vari-
ance in the holistic scores for the personal experience essays and
only 6.52 percent in the scores for argumentative essays. Thus our
cadre of text-internal measures of change or growth proved not to
be terribly useful.

Writing apprehension. Using the data collected for the five princi-
pal comparisons, we also examined the relationship between writing
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apprehension and certain measures of writing ability and writing-
related skills.® The results of these analyses suggest that writing ap-
prehiension is related to general verbal abilities and to writing per-
formance. They also suggest that writing apprehension is linked to
syntactic abilities. Our investigation showed that the low apprehen-
sive students outperformed the high apprehensives on all essay
measures at or beyond the .(4-level of confidence, aithough the per-
formative diferences were less on the argumentative essavs than on
the essays based on personal experience. This latter finding sug-
gested that perhaps the high apprehensive writers in the study per-
formed better when the sriting topic elicited a text not associated
with the personal experience of the writer. Our analyses of the
syntactic patterns of the high and low writing apprehensives in the
study pointed to a tendency among high apprehensives to elaborate
their statements l¢fss fully and to use the same svatactic construc-
tions more frequgntly than low apprehensives. Low apprehensives
were found to perform better on The English Composition Test
(ECT) and on The Test of Standard Written English (TSWE), both
measures which were administered to all students in the study he-
fore the beginning of the term.

The results of our analyses of the data collected for the evaluation
suggested a number of conclusions. First, over the course of one
semester. the 180 students as a group improved significantly on at
least two types of writing. Second. as a group the students signifi-
cantly improved their seores on two (not counting total scores on the
McGraw-Hill Writing Test) objective measures of writing skills—
language mechanics (grammar, punctuation. and spelling) and sen-
tence patterns—and on one measure of reading ability—reading
comprehension. Third. none of the classes affected either negatively
or positively the amount of anxiety or apprehension the students ex-
perienced as writers. Fourth, even though Principal Comparison |
suggests that students in holistic classes taught in a conventional
setting wrote better personal experience essavs at the end of the se-
mester than their counterparts in the meristic course taught tu-
torially in a laboratory, none of the subsequent comparisons suggest
that this difference can be attributable to cither the greater efficacy
of the holistic curriculum or the failure of the meristic. Subsequent
comparisons— Principal Comparison 2, Principal Comparison 4,
Principal Comparison 5, and the five derivative comparisons—
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suggest that the difference may be attributed not to the curriculum
but to the use of computer-assisted instruction. Fifth, since no defi-
nite causal relationship could be established between the holistic
scores on either set of essavs and the various syntactic indices or
essay length, any changes al()ng these dimensions, while often sig-
nificant statlstlcdlly, are probably meaningless. Sixth, the tutorial
method of instruction appeared to be less effective in retaining stu-
dents in freshman composition than did conventional methods. The
tutorial method used in a laboratory setting was even less cffective
in this regard. Seventh, the use of computer assisted instruction ap-
peared to affect adversely the performance of students enrolled in
the meristic-laboratory/tutorial classes (Principal Comparison 1).

These seven conclusions allowed us to answer the two questions
posed in nost evaluations of writing courses and programs: Does
the course or program seem to affect positively the development of
writing abilities? and Is one approach to the teaching of composition
more effective than another? The first question we should have to
answer in the affirmative since the writing performances of all stu-
dent groups examined appear to have improved siguificantly over
the course of the semester and since the scores on most objective
measures of writing-related skills also improved over the same time
period. Because the students used in the study appeared not to dif-
fer from the freshman class at large and because there is no reason to
believe that the teaching in the courses examined differed substan-
tially in either quality or kind from teaching in other courses in the
same program, our answer would extend beyond individual classes
to the program itself. \Our answer to the first questions, of course,
entails some crucial assumptions about the validity of test instru-
ments, both essay and dbjective.

Even allowing ourso(lve:s the luxury of the same assumptions, we
can answer the second question only with less certainty. Both the
holistic and the meristic approaches appear to enhance the writing
abilities of their students, as judged by holistic evaluations of pretest
and posttest essays on two very different writing assignments. The
holistic approach appeared to do a slightly better job than the meris-
tic in enhancing reading comprehension. Tutorial instruction, with
which the meristic approach was associated in the program. appeared
less effective than classroom instruction in retaining students.
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IL. 4. 2. Critique of the Texas Study

Although we believe the design of the Texas study to be superior
tothe other designs we have examined. the Texas study is not with-
out Haw or limitation. One of the weaknesses lies with the size of
the N's used in the principal comparisons. With an N of 18 on ecither
side of each comparison, we can be confident that the significant |
effects observed are indeed significant; however, we have no as-
surance against Tvpe 2 errors, ™ errors which occur when the size of
the sample is too small to be certain that apparently nonsignificant
differences are in fact nonsignificant. The problem of generalizing
from the Texas study is compounded by the high attrition rate in the
tutorial sections, particularly in those classes that taught the meris-
tic curriculun. While the classes were judged equivalent at the
heginning of the term, it is altogether possible that the weaker stu-
dents and those students who would have negatively assessed tu-
torial instruction had dropped by the time of posttest. We see the
loss of students over the course of a study as a major problem in a
pretest-posttest design. For example. the Northern Iowa study
finished with 12 percent of the students originally in the study.

A second weakness lies in the use of svatactic measures (e.g., ‘
mean clause length, mean t-unit length, mean percentage of t-units ]
with final nonrestrictive modifiers, and mean percentage of words in
final nonrestrictive modifiers). We analvzed these variables to pro-
vide definitive evidence on the relationship between syntactic ma-
turity and writing gnality among college writers. Because this rela-
tionship proved so slight, we were left with no measures to explain
the variance in holistic scores. Another weakness was the use of a
very general course-instructor evaluation instrument. The instru-
ment used simply did not distinguish among teachers or classes in
the study. Another weakness lies in the use of the McGraw-Hill
Writing Test, a test selected because of its easy access but which is of
questionable validity.® In addition. there are provably better in-
struments available for measuring reading comprehension than the
McGraw-Hill Reading Test. Finally, we sce as a weakness the amount
of class time which was required to collect all the data mandated by
the research design. At least some of that time might have been
more profitably spent working with students on their writing,

Bevond the obvious limitations of such objective measures of
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“writing-related skills,” other limitations of the Texas stndy are less
,vainus but more serious. From the start we attcmptcd to overcome
deficiencies we observed in previous evaluation studies (including
our own). We attemptcd to examine a writing program from several
perspectives, represented by the different ineasures employed. We
did not, however, question certain fundamental assumptions about
how to evaluate writing courses and programs. After two years of
collecting and analyzing over 28,000 scores on various measures and
categories, we discovered that we had found out little or nothing
about what instructional practices or what composing practices
brought about the higher holistic scores at the end. We began to
question what we saw as the dominant model for evaluating writing
courses and programs.

II. 5. An Querciew of the Dominant Quantitative Approach

To the extent that the Northern Towa study, the San Diego study,
the Miami study, and the Texas study are representative (and we be-
lieve they are) of the designs and methods used in many evaluations
of college writing programs, we can construct an evaluation model by
foensing on the features common to all four studies. Most obviously,
all four studies measured change across time and all involved com-
parisons. Indeed, it is impossible to envision an evaluation of any
kind which does not involve explicit or implicit comparisons. In all
four studies, comnparisons were made across at least two groups of
students, groups which apparently differed with respect to the way
students were taught to write. The Northern lowa study recognized
two groups very broadly defined; the San Diego study posited four
groups defined on the basis of large programmatic differences; the
Miami study compared two groups within the same program; and the
Texas study compared ten groups to one another. In all four studies,
an evaluator's understanding of one group always depends on a con-
comitant understanding of the other group or groups examined.

A second shared denominator is that all four studies looked for
changes in student performance across time, changes which tended
to be attributed to the particular kind of writing instruction a given
group had received. Changes in the performance of one group are
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interpreted in comparison with the performance changes in at least
ond other group.

These two conmon denominators point to a third feature which
all four studies share. Evaluative judgments—whether of the effec-
tiveness of different programs as in the Sun Diego study or of dif-
ferent courses within a program as in the Miami and Texas studies—
of eflectiveness are always relative judgments. That is to say, all tour
studies rendered judgments and drew conclusions which are at best |
valid for only the particular program. Thus for the Texas study. we |
can only claim that this or that group outperformed this or that group
in the Texas study. We cannot conclude or claim that a given Texas
group performed as well or better than, say, one of the groups in the
Miami study. Similarly, while we may be able to assert on the basis
of our evaluation of the Texas freshman program that the program is
effective, we cannot claim that it is, for example, more or less effec-
tive than any or all of the four San Diego treshman "programs.” In
addition, since neither the San Diego, Miami. nor Texas study em-
ploved control groups which did not undergo writing instruction,
none of these three studies can claim with certainty that the changes
in student performance are solely attributable to this or that writing
course.

In all four studies, judgments of the effectiveness of a given course
in a writing program or the program itself are relative ones for still
another reason. All four studies employed some form of holistic
evaluation of preest and posttest essays to determine the amount of
change effected by a program. As we pointed out in our discussion
of the San Diego study, holistic evaluations of essays are evaluations
which are dependent on the total set of essavs rated or scored at a
particular time. Ignoring for the present the common set of essay
topics used in both the Miami and the Texas studies, we can say that
the writing topics differed across the four studies. In addition, there
were probably some differences in student ability and in range of
student ability across the four studies. Because research has shown
that written products may differ according to purpose. mode, and
topic ® and that writers of differing abilities write differently, it is not
possible to infer thata gain in holistic score of, say 0.60 in one study is
comparable to a similar gain in another study, even when the scores
are based on the same number of scoring categories. * Similar prob-
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L

lems obtain when the same topics are used in different studies: even
it populations are comparable to one another with respect to ability
and ranges of ability, the scores are still dependent on the probably
different criteria and processes by which raters arrived at their judg-
ments. As Freedman's research shows, even slight variations in the
ways holistic raters are trained can have significant effects on the
ratings they give. "

Another feature common to all four of the studies we have re-
viewed is the reliance on products for evaluations of student pertor-
mance (whether in the form of essays the students wrote or in the

form of answers given to objective test questions) for judgments of

program effectiveness. The dependency on products in the quan-
titative model involves a number of assumptions about writing in-
struction, about the development of writing ability, and about wavs
of measuring such development or ability. First, it assumes that the
effects of writing instruction on students should be evident in the
students’ written products after onlv a very short time. Second, it
assumes that controlled essavs or objective tests are sensitive to
whatever learning may have occurred because of the course. Third,
such dependency assumes that the measures used are consonant
with the goals of the course and program.

Each of these assumptions may in turn be challenged. It is possi-
ble to argue that even if the development of writing abilities is ac-
celerated by means of instruction, growth along those dimensions
which affect writing quality may occur so slowly as not to be mean-
ingful after a relatively short time. Second. it could be argued that

an instructional program in writing may affect the development of

certain cognitive skilli—such as the ability to classify—without
having vet imeasurably or significantly affected the quality of stu-
dents’ written products. Third, & might be argued that an increase
in the qquality of written products may depend on the prior develop-
ment of an understanding of rhetorical situations and the prior de-
velopment of an awareness of and control over certain composing
processes. A program may cause- such understanding, awareness,
and control without there being any immediate evidence in the stu-
dents written texts, especially those which are written under the
contrived and artificial environment of a classroom or a testing cen-
ter. Furthermore, composition instruction often increases the num-
ber of variables students must control as they make decisions during
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plementary development of control ovek composing processes may
have an adverse affect on students” writton products. The reliance
on i model of evaluation which depends so heavily on the semester-
end preducts may be a misplaced relianee.

Because of their disproportionate attention thsemester-end prod-
ucts. pretest-posttest designs for writing program evaluation are
inadequate for identifving and measuring changes in composing
behaviors. They are also inadequate for evaluating \s\gat actually oc-

h

actual writing. A more highly do\'olup}ﬁ\awurom'ss without a com-

curs in the classroom. In fact, many pretest-posttest Studies do not
consider this variable at all. In the two studies whic ;T'mptcd to
assess teacher and course effectiveness—the San Diego and the
Texas studies—the assessments were largely post hoe ones, depen-
“dent on students” recollections of things that had occurre \several
weeks or months earlier. None of the four studies made any attempt
to observe or evaluate instruction systematically as it oceurred, but
all of the studies drew conclusions about the effectiveness of instrue-
tion, These conclusions amounted to inferences based largely on
products collected at the end of the instructional period. For the
same reasons that such products may not give a reliable or valic in-
dication of growth in writing and writing-related skills, they may not
have yvielded valid or reliable bases for inferences about instruction.

Another characteristic of the quantitative model of writing pro-
gram evaluation used to date is the assumption that the goals of the
program are appropriate for the population served. In none of the
four studies we reviewed were any rigorous attempts made to assess
goals. Indeed. in none of the studies were specific goals even identi-
fied. The four studies simply assumed (1) that specific goals existed,

+ (2) that they were appropriate for the student population served. (3)
that these goals were being realized through the instructional meth-
ods employed, and (4) that they reflected adequately the larger con-
texts in which the programs and courses existed.

Furthermore, all four studies also ignored what might be called
the logistical aspects of the programs and courses. None of the stud-
ies, for example, asked whether the structure of a program was a
good one, whether it served adequately the needs of the students or
the teachers. None of the studies tried to determine whether pro-
grammatic policies were being implemented in individual class-
rooms. None addressed the question of general teacher prepared-
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ness for teaching within a given program or whether the teachers
adequately prepared for classes. None examined teacher-student
ratios in an attempt to sce whether the program or course was at-
tempting too much or too little with the teaching resources available.

This overview of the four studies indicates the general nature of
the quantitative model used in writing program cevaluations to date.
This model has at least the tollowing characteristics: (1) it is oriented
more toward products than it is toward processes, whether of com-
posing or of instruction: (2) it usually attempts to measure changes
in products over relatively short periods of time: (3) it provides for
post hoc summative evaluations, evaluations which canpot change
courses or programs while they are operating: (4) it produces find-
ings which are for the most part local in their applicability: (5 it is
predicated on several untested assumptions ahout the development
and measurement of writing ability; (6) it does not examine the
appropriateness of goals: and (7) it ignores program structure and
administration.

Evaluation studies. including our own. which were based on the
quantitative model have vielded few major insights concerning the
teaching of writing or the operation of writing programs. Indeed,
the findings of most evaluations of writing programs and courses
hardly justify the massive efforts required to conduct the research.
The implication for would-be evaluators of cither writing programs
or writing courses is clear enough: no matter how carefully con-
ceived and gonstructed the design or how sophisticated the methods
of analysis, evaluations must be based on more than pretest and post-
test writing samples. Evaluations of writing programs and courses, if
they are to result in valid and reliable judgments, must employ a
variety of methods and procedures. Neither the expert-opinion ap-
proach to evaluation nor the pretest-posttest quantitative approach
will alone suffice. Most importantly, evaluations of both writing pro-
grams and courses must proceed from a theoretical framework that
can accommodate the complex workings of a writing program. In
the following chapter, we outline such a framework.
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A Framework for Evaluating
College Writing Programs

AS THE FOUR STUDIES WE REVIEWED SUGGEST, THE COMPLEXITY
of college writing programs has perhaps done more than anything to
impede the development of adequate evaluation materials and pro-
cedures. If the quantitative model and the expert-opinion approach
are inadequate, they are so, in part, hecause they fail to accommo-
date several important components of college writing programs and
the complex relationships among these components. Wl.s! is needed
is a framework for evaluating college writing programs that can en-
compass their dynamic nature, a framework which will help over-
come many of the weaknesses seen in the quantitative model of and
the expert-opinion approach to writing program evaluation.

A framework which purports to address the evaluation of college
writing programs must be able to do at least two things: it must spec-
ify the necessary components of writing program evaluation, and it
must reflect the interactions among those components. These com-
ponents and interactions determine the kinds of questions that eval-
uations can be designed to answer. In the present chapter, we iden-
tify and describe the major components of writing programs with
which the evaluator must be concerped, as well as the interactions
among them.




r

40 Evaluating College Writing Programs

II. 1. An Owrueu of Fice Components of Writing Program
Ecaluation

We contend that there are five general components of writing
program evaluation. Within these five components are subsumed
other components, several of which we discuss in the pages which
follow. For the present, we will name and define briefly these five
components. In subsequent sections of the present chapter we dis-
cuss the five components more fully.

1. Cultural and social context. Cultural and social context refers
to the environment in which a writing program exists. It includes all
influences from outside the institution which affect cither the day-
to-day operation of the program or the nature of the program. Cul-
tural and social context might also be defined as that component of
writing programs over which no one directly associated with the
program has control.

2. Institutional context. This component refers to such matters as
institutional policies and features which can affect different aspeets
of writing programs and the courses included in them.

3. Program structure and administration. This component refers
to two important aspects of writing programs. First, it refers to the
way writing courses are organized into a program. Second, it refers
to all administrative aspects of the program not directly a part of an
administrative structure bevond the writing program itself. Among
the aspects of a writing program associated with administering that
program are the following: teacher training and faculty develop-
ment programs, common syllabi, provisions for and methods of
evalnating faculty performance, and the logistics of delivering writ-
ing instruction and curriculum.

4. Content or curriculum. Content or curriculum is that which is
taught in order for the program to accomplish its goals or objectives.

5. Instruction. This component refers to the methods or mean’
used to teach the content or the curriculum of the program, in short,
what teachers do to help students realize the goals of the program.

Each of these five components may interact with one or more of
the other components. From the interactions among these five com-
punents, we can examine the effects of writing programs. Several
points need to be made initially about eftects. First, effects in writ-
ing programs may be either intended or unintended. but they al-

93



A Framework 41

ways result from interactions among the five components. The in-
tended effects of a writing program, like its curriculum, are likely to
be reflected in the goals and objectives of the program. In contrast.
unintended effects are never stated as goals or objeetives, They are
perhaps best deseribed as unexpected or unanticipated. and they
may be either positive or negative in nature. Unintended effects are
more frequently identified by accident than by design. Second,
whether intended or unintended, effects can also differ with respeet
to when they oceur. Some important effects are observable only
during the operation of the program: others may be “outcomes” evi-
dent only at the end of a term; still cthers may be long-range effects.
such as subsequent academic, on-the-job, or social performance.
This second point leads to a third: the effects of a writing program
can he seen in its students, both during and after their formal in-
struction in writing: in its teachers: in its institutional context: and
in its cultural and social context. Finally, effects can be seen in sev-
eral kinds of data—among them written products, composing pro-
cesses, and attitudes.

Each of the tive components. together with a program’s intended
and unintended effects, generates questions which may be of inter-
est to the evaluator of a college writing program. For example, the
evaluator may need to determine whether the program is meeting
the needs of the cultural and social context. The evaluator may also
he called upon to determine whether any or all aspects of the pro-
gram are, for example, compatible with the mission of the institu-
tion. Other evaluative questions might focus on the appropriateness
of a program’s curriculum o, the instructional methods used to teach
it. Answers to these questions—as we suggested in our review of
the Northern lowa, San Diego, Miami, and Texas studies—are most
often discussed in terms of the effects of writing programs. By and
large, the effects which evaluations of college writing programs have
focused on are intended effects, usually measured through examina-
tions of students’ written products. Indeed. none of the four studies
we reviewed provided for an evaluation of unintended effects.

The evaluator usually assumes that the first four components of
writing program evaluation—cultural and social context, institu-
tional context, program structure and administration, and curricu-
lum—will remain relatively stable. Of course. the histories of many
colleges and universities during the Viet Nam cra illustrate how
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42  Evaluating College Writing Programs

contextual influences can change from day fo duy, as do school clos-
ings owing to natural gas shortages. In addition, unplanned chaages
in program personnel, either administrative or instructional, may
result in administrative or curricular changes. Instruction, on the
other hand, is usually characterized by change since instruction is a
dynamic process. Teachers frequently change direction or tempo as
they adjust to the needs of particular indents. Few teachers can
plan the instructional strategies of an entire term without having to
make adjustments before the end of the term. These changes con-
tribute to the dlﬂicultv of assessing instruction, whether within in-
dividual courses or across courses within programs. Accordingly,
evaluators must be concerned with ways of describing and evaluat-
ing instruction as it occurs.

Insofar as a program seeks to alter the knowledge and performance
of its students, the program’s effects may themselves be process-
oriented variables. Indeed, when later in this chapter we discuss
the intended effects of writing programs, we opt for the word per-
formance instead of, say, the term product or the term achiecement
to describe effects with reference to students in programs. Perhaps
from Tyler's early work on curriculum and evaluation,' the term
achievement hias come to be associated in evaluation studies with a
model which is primarily concerned with static products.® It is this
“static products” or “outcomes” model which provides the underly-
ing structure for the various National Assessments of Educational
Progress and for the competency testing movement.’ The “static
products” model is also reflected in the quantitative method we
identified in our reviews in chapter 2 of the four evaluation studies.

But in a writing program, products are simply the results of perfor-
mances or processes. In writing courses and programs, we helieve as
much, if not more, attention ought to be paid to how prod..cts come
to be as to products themselves—that changes in processes of com-
posing should be considered as legitimate an effect of writing pro-
grams as changes in the products of composing. It is not so much
that products are unimportant but that products in writing courses
are most meaningful when they are viewed as aspects of proces: -
¢ nted performances. The intended effects of a writing program
may also be reflected in the attitudes students hold—attitudes about
writing, about language in general, and about writing courses—as
well as in teachers’ attitudes toward themselves and avhat they do.
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To better understand how intended and unintended effects come
about, we will take a closer look at the five major components of
writing programs.

L 1. 1. The Cultural and Social Context of Writing Programs

The cultural and social context is an extremely important compo-
nent of writing programs, for it imposes certain restrictions or con-
straints on what the writing program can do. Cultural and social
context aftects the nature and the numher of educational goals and
objectives; it partly determines the curriculum taught; it influences
how teachers teach and how effective they can be; and it contributes
to student performance. The influence of the cultural and social
context can be as substantial as dictating the specific goals of the
program and as insubstantial as influencing the places where stu-
dents can purchase text materials, as well the availability of those
materials. The whole notion of a freshman composition program as
a service to other academic departments derives in part from the
influence of cultural and social context. In fact, a recent survey of
writing program directors and teachers found that many of these
academics thought society at large wanted them to serve society by
producing students who could' write “mechanically correct” prose
upon graduation. * The "Back to Basics” movement probably was the
direct result of the influence of social context on the teaching of
writing in colleges and universities.

In the widest perspective, the context includes (uestions about
the value and uses of literacy in a given society. Much recent work
has examined these questions, for the most part looking at the eflects
of literacy in societies undergoing modernization.® But there has
been relatively little work done on the tunctions of literacy in a mod-
ern, technological society or why college students should be taught
composition skills.® In the first decades of the United States as ana-
tion, writing was not so much essential to the working lives of Amer-
icans as it was to their social and political lives.” [n contemporary
American society, however, writing appears to be far more useful as
a vocational skill than as a social skill, at least for college graduates.

Other influences of the cultural and soeral context may be more
subtle. In state institutions, for example, class size is often deter-
mined by the amount of money legislated for the operation of the
institution. Another important aspect of context is the students at-
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tending an institution. Which students enroll in the courses in a
writing program s often determined by policy- and decision-makers
who are not themselves directly involved with the program itself. In
state-supported institutions, legislators—sometimes in concert
with administrative officials—determine which students and how
many of them can-be admitted to a particular college or university.
The abilities of these students, as well as their own career goals, can
influence the shape of a particular writing program. Postlethwaite
cites evidence from the first National Assessment of Education Prog-
ress® of variations in the backgrounds of students which affect the
ways students are able to learn, conditions which ultimately in-
fluence the way disciplines at the college level can be successtully
taught.” A' considerable body of research suggests that such con-
textual variables as students’ academic fields can, independent of
ability, affsct the ways students approach tasks in other fields:" and
Frederiksen's work on “task structure” indicates that strategies em-
ployed for different tasks may be determined both by the nature of
the task and the students’ ability.” which may differ according to ed-
ucational or cultural background. In addition, Havighurst argues
that the particular roles people play at different ages from preschool
through retirement affect what they expect from education at dif-
ferent ages.” Anvone who has been privileged to teach older stu-
dents with full-time jobs and families to support can appreciate the
contextual influence which Havighurst identifies.

While it is not our purpose here to delineate the many ways'* by
which the larger cultural and sociai contexts of writing programs
may influence the programs themselves. we do wish to illustrate the
importance of these larger contexts. Perhaps the most obvious influ-
ence comes in the form of admissions policies. Virtually all educa-
tional institutions have altered their admissions policies within the
last decade. The classic example of such policies—which, in turn,
reflect cultural and societal values—directly influencing writing in-
struction is the case of the City University of New York. Once a uni-
versity geared primarily to teaching students with above average ac-
ademic preparation, CUNY. because of society-mandated changes
in admissions policies, became responsible for teaching large num-
bers of underprepared students. When CUNY's admissions policy
became one of open admissions, new ways of teaching students to
write competently had to be developed. Out of this need to offer
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writing instruction tu?‘substantiall_\' different student population
came the now well-known work of Mina Shaughnessy ' and a host of
others. ™

It seems to us that any comprehensive evaluation of a college
writing program must explore the cultural and social contexts in
which the program exists, for part of the effectiveness of a progriam
is directly tied to the extent it is responsive to the cultural and social
context. Only through the examination of Lirger contextual influ-
ences, which composition teachers and writing program directors
often view as constraints, can one arrive at an adequate understand-
ing of how and why the program operates as it does.

HIL 1. 2. The Institutional Context of Writing Programs

The institutional context of a writing program may often be as dif-
ficult to pin down as its cultural and social context, because a writing
program is itself a part of its institutional context, constantly shaping
othes features of the institution and constantly being shaped by
those features.

Sometimes the institutional context can be seen as the constraints,
both positive and negative, which are imposed upon the writing
program by the institution in which it exists. Many of these “con-
straints” take the form of institutional policies: others are reflected
in traditional practices, which may exist indeperdently of any stated
policies. As Rutman has argued, perhaps the best way for the eval-
vator to get a handle on the institutional context is to examine docu-
ments™ which outline, among other things, the operating proce-
dures of the institution. For instance, the evaluator may want to
examine the institutional documents relating to the responsibility
and authority of the writing program director to determine if the
institution actaally allows that administrator to direct the program
he/she is responsible for.

In some cases an examination of policy documents may lead to
evaluative judgments directed at different aspects of the institu-
tional context, judgments rendered in hopes of changing that con-
text. One of the more common complaints offered by the writing
program directors who responded to a recent mational survey was
that the attitude of tenured professors toward the teaching of writ-
ing fostered negative attitudes among junior colleagues and helped
to keep the writing program at a second-class status within the de-
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partment, usually an English department.™ The second most com-
monly. cited problem was the ineffectiveness of the administration
of the writing program itself, an ineflectiveness caused, according to
several directors, by the departmental limitations imposed on the
uositions they hold. Both of these problems suggest that whatever
is wrong with the writing program itsell can only be corrected by
changing the basis on which faculty are rewarded and by changing
the procedures under which writing program directors are forced to
operate. In these two instances, an examination of the institutional
documents—such as faculty promotion materials—may vield more
than mere information that the evaluator could use as background
for an evaluation of a writing program.

Institutional context can influence writing programs in more di-
rect ways as well. The current interest in cross disciplinary writing
courses also results, in part, from pressures brought to bear on com-
position programs from the outside, in this case academic depart-
ments that believe students may actually learn more about a subject
by writing about it."

Aspects of instruction are also subject to the influence of the in-
stitutional context. Although most of the research in this area has
focused on instruction in elementary and secondary schools,” it is
reasonable to assume that some of the same institutional influences
affect teaching in postsecondary schools as well. Among these possi-
ble influences are the physical layout of the classroom, the attitudes
within institutions toward the teaching of writing, the availability of
duplication facilities and supplies, and the availability of facilities
for conferences with students.

Adding to the complexity is the fact that a writing program can
also shape the institutional context. For example, in many institu-
tions all beginning freshmen are required to take writing courses.
To the extent that these courses affect the way students perform in
other courses, the writing program may be said to influence aspects
of the institutional context beyond itself. Another potential source
of influence is the size of most 'writim.'. programs. In many institu-
tions, the composition program offers more classes and uses more
faculty than most major academic departments. Because of its size,
the writing program may directly influence the way available re-
sources are allocated within the college or university and may influ-
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ence decisions and recommendations growing ont of such groups as

faculty councils and senates.

1. 1. 3. Program Structure and Administration

Program: structure and administration is likely to present the
evaluator with a number of difficulties. Most of these problems can
be attributed to the fact that most college writing programs are in
many respects unique, a point made repeatedly by directors who
responded to a recent national survey.” Many of the directors sur-
veved believed that their partienlar programs were designed and

are administered to accommodate the needs of particnlar kinds of

students and particular kinds of facnlty, thus making it difficult to
discern important or substantive common denominators across dif-
ferent programs. Unlike writing program currieula, which often re-
flect differences in degree rather than kind across programs, pro-
gram structure and administration can be imique to a particular
institution. In some programs, for examiple. the writing program
director may be responsible for creating and implementing pro-
grammatic policies; in other programs, the director may simply he
charged with carrying out the policies hunded down by, sav, a de-
partment head or a enrriculum committee, In some cases, writing
program directors can determine which teachers will teach writing
conrses: in other programs, the director has no control over hiring
practices at all. In some writing programs, teachers are allowed to
teach whatever and however they wish: in other programs. teachers
are required to follow a common syllabus which may dictate both
curricnlum and instruction. In some programs, directors are re-
sponsible for evaluating the faculty teaching in that program; in oth-
ers, evaluation is conducted by adwinistrators or faculty committees
not associated with the program directly. In some eases. directors
are very concerned about thomti(mships among courses within a
program; in other cases, such relationships are not of great concern.

The point of all this is that program structure and administration
are very difficult to describe with reference to other programs, pri-
marily because this component of writing programs is most sensitive
to the local circumstances. When generalizations across programs
are either difticult or impossible, evaluation becomes even more
difficult. Evaluators must not only spend considerable time deserib-
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48 Evaluating College Writing Programs

ing this complex component, but they must then determine whether
it is effective within the larger context.

HL 1. 4. Writing Curriculum: Focus on “What™ and “How"

The curriculum of a given writing program may involve a number
of curricular variables, primarily because writing itself is a complex
activity demanding a larger number of goals and objectives. Be-
cause writing curricula are complex, Ryles distinction between
“learning that” and “learning how™ * is extremely useful. Curricular
variables may be classified either as content in the nsual sense of a
body of knowledge to be learned or as content in the sense of pro-
cesses which can be applied or used to realize specific ends. In the
courses which make up writing programs, curricular variables are
frequently of both kinds.*' Many writing courses have as one of their
goals the teaching of different bodies of knowledge as well as teach-
ing the act or process of writing. One body of knowledge consists of
rules governing the use of punctuation marks, definitions of kinds
and types of written discourse, lists of transition words, the concept
of an essay or a paragraph. Other bodies of knowledge (e.g., literary
genre, themes such as death and dving or humor) may provide the
bases for what students can say analytically or interpretively about a
written text. If a writing conrse curriculum requres students to ana-
lyze or interpret written texts, it delivers a content in the sense of
processes, processes possibly quite different from those engaged
during the act of writing. Such processes are, of course, themselves
curricular variables. In conducting evaluations of writing courses or
programs, it is always desirable and trequently necessary to recog-
nize not only the curricular variables of the course or program but
also the way or ways these variables interact with one another. For
example, the students’ knowledge of the history of the modern short
story, their knowledge of the principles of literary analysis, and their
knowledge of composing processes may interact in peculiar ways to
produce better, or worse, freshman writers.

Elements of composition curricula have received much attention
in the literature. Indeed. virtually everything ever said about what
to teach in writing courses falls under the general rubric of curricu-
lum. Subsumed under this general rubric is considerable diversity,
much of which reflects a more-or-less traditional paradigm.®* One
useful way of inderstanding curricula is through the textbooks used,
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and perhaps followed, in the courses which make up the program.
The importance of examining textbooks is suggested by our recent
survey ¢ writing program directors. In that survev we found great
variation across types of institutions in the kinds of texthooks used
in first- and second-semester freshman composition courses. >

William F. Woods, in a recent review article,® proposes a useful
taxonomy for classifving college writing textbooks. Woods initially
distinguishes between discipline- and student-centered texts. hoth
of which make certain key assumptions about what is to be taught in
the course. According to Wouods, student-centered texts are gener-
ally expressionist in nature, stressing the natural development of
the student’s ability to express his/her thoughts and feelings in writ-
ing. According to Woods. “expressionist” tests regard all aspeets of
communication as extensions of the writer: inguage becomes the
“'writer's voice,”” audience becomes the " writer's inner ear.”” and
logic becomes "‘the writer's vision™ (p. 397). Discipline-centered
texts, in contrast, are “interventionist™ < in that they assume the in-
dividual needs to be shaped by cultural tradition. From this per-
spective, discipline-centered texts are either language-based (focus-
ing on such matters as usage and style), rhetoric-based (focusing on
traditional or modern concerns of rhetorie), or logic-based (focusing
on the importance of clear thinking). Woods provides a number of
subclasses under both language-based and rhetorie-based texts, but
these subclasses need not concern us here; what is important is that
while each type of text may have certain features in common with
other types of texts, the differences among them may verv well sig-
nal important differences in the curriculum of which they are a part.
For example, if an “expressionist” text influences a writing curricu-
lum, then one would expect students to do more writing from per-
sonal experience,® perhaps in the form of narrations. than they
would if the controlling text were a discipline-centered text.

To distinguish among curricular elements on the basis of what
and hot, we may choose to view the components of a composition

“curriculum, as Frank J. D'Angelo does, in terms of an “underlving

structure” for composition, a structure that “can be conceived of in
terms of principles and forms.”® D'Angelo argues that three sets of
discourse principles and two sets of discourse forms provide this un-
derlying structure, For D’Angelo three general categories of dis-
course principles—mechanical, linguistic, and rhetorical—underlie
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the teaching of composition. Each of these general categories itself
contains several principles. Included under the rubric of “mechani-
cal” principles are handwriting, capitalization, punctuation, and
spelling. Within the class of linguistic principles, D'Angelo includes
the principles of the word, sentence, paragraph, and essay; and three
of the five classical divisions of rhetoric—invention, arrangement,
and style—constitute D’Angelo’s class of rhetorical principles. These
three categories of discourse principles represent, according to
D'Angelo, “the fundamental laws, rules, and conventions of dis-
course” and together determine “the intrinsic nature of discourse.”
In the hands of a writer addressing an audience for a purpose, these
discourse principles combine to produce discourse forms and are
themselves reflected in those forms. The forms of discourse can, ac-
cording to 1’Angelo. be either the traditional discourse nodes—
description, narration, exposition. and persuasion—derived from
Alexander Bain * or the modern aims of discourse—expressive, per-
suasive, literary, and referential—as developed by Kinneavy.”
1>'Angelo’s "underlving structure” of composition can serve evalua-
tors as a very general goide for identifving certain of the eurricular
variables in a composition program. even though Bain's and Kin-
neavy's theories of "forms” are not as easily reconciled as 1)'Angelo
suggests.

Other useful and important ways of viewing the forms of discourse
composition curricula address appear in the work of Moffett.” the
work of Britton and his colleagues at the University of London School
of Education, * and the work being carried out under the auspices of

.the Council of Europe.* Moffett distinguishes between kinds and

orders of discourse. These distinetions are based on the relationships
among audience, writer, and subject. Moffett’s orders are “interior
monologue,” “conversation,” "correspondence,” “public narrative,”
and "public generalization,” a progression signaling increasingly
greater distances between writer and audience. Moffett’s kinds of
nonfiction discourse are “drama,” “narration,” “exposition,” and “ar-
gumentation,” a progression which accommodates greater distances
between writer and subject. Like Kinneavy's theory of aims and
Moffett’s theory of orders, Britton's theory of functions is predicated
on changing distances. both physical and psychological, between
writer and audience or among writer, subject. and audience. His
progression of discourse functions may be represented as follows:
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expressive discourse, poetic discourse, persuasive discourse, and in-
formative discourse. Van Ek, working with the Council of Europe,
specifies six general functions for users of the English language: “im-
parting and seeking factual in.formation™; "expressing and finding out
intellectual attitudes,” “emotional attitudes,” and “moral attitudes
“ggetting things done (suasion),” and "socializing” (p. 25). It is impor-
tant to note that these theories have several features in common with
one another, features which suggest that the theorists are as much
concerned with the act of discoursing as with discourse as a product.
Evaluating a writing program curriculum on the basis of discourse
forms and principles may presuppose the prior knowledge of spe-
cific goals and objectives. If the specific goals and objectives of a
course or program dictate that such principles and forms be taught
cither as content in the sense of what or as content in the sense of
how, then curricular materials need to be examined carefully to de-
termine how compatible they are with those goals and objectives.

HL L 5. Writing Instruction: Sequences, Methods, and Media
Instructional Sequences. Not only is it possible to examine and
evaluate writing programs on the basis of the curricular components
reflected in instructional materials, but it is also possible to do so on
the basis of the way curricular components are sequenced for in-
structional purposes. Kinneavy » pro\Jidcs a useful system for exam-
ining composition instruction on the pasis of the sequence of curricu-
lar elements. He ofters a model of nstruction that consists of cight
components arranged wround a circle representing instructional se-
quence. These components are “examples,” “analysis,” "princi-
ples,” “environment and stimulus,” “think,” “write.” “talk,” and
“rewrite.” Not all of these components are, of course, present in
every instructional situation. In what Kinneavy labels the " Tradi-
tional: Deductive Approach,” which reflects the influence of classi-
al rhetorice, especially Aristotle and Cicero. * the student begins by
studying rhv‘_(,)rical principles, reads examples illustrating those
principles, analyzes the examples, receives a writing stimulus,
thinks, writes, perhaps talks about his/her writing, and perhaps re-
writes, In the "Traditional: Inductive Approach.” which echoes the
practices of Isocrates, the curricular sequence is somewhat dif-
ferent: the student studies examples or models, analyzes the mod-
els, discovers their rhetorical principles, receives a writing stimu-
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lus, thinks about what he/she is to write. writes a piece, perhaps
talks about the piece, and perhaps rewrites the piece. ¥ Using these

same eight components, Kinmeavy outlines other approaches to

teaching composition as well: "Example-Stimulus™ ™ “Imitation.” *
“Behavioral.” * and “Learn By Doing. " The-point of all this is that
instructional sequence can, and probably does. affect how students
learn to write in a composition comrse. Organizational structures,
such as those outlined by Kinneavy, reflect different assumptions
about the way language skills are learned and should be taught.
Although other components may need to be added to Kinneavy's,
we believe that different instructional organizations make different
assumptions about the content or the curriculum of a writing eourse
or program. A good illustration of this point is Christensen’s “genera-
tive rhetoric,” # the instructional sequence for one of the courses ex-
amined in the Texas study. In generative rhetorie. one of the under-
lving assmuptions is that sentences are structural microcosms of
paragraphs and that paragraphs are structural microcosms of es-
says. ' Because of its novement from parts of whole discourses (sen-
tences) to farger units of discourse and, finally, to whole discourses,
it is possible to describe the structure of a “generative rhetorie”
course as meristic. Not all writing courses are, needless to say, so
structured. In fact, Shuy has recently argued on theoretical and
pragmatic grounds against what we have called he meristic ap-
proach.* Some writing courses are structured in just the opposite
way, tocusing first on the whole discourses to provide a textual con-
text for exploring discourse particles. As in the Texas study, these
courses might be termed holistic because of their whole-to-part ori-
entatien. Still other courses—probably most writing courses—fall
somewhere in between the two exti  1es of meristic and holistic.
The claim we wish to make is that t©  instructional organization of
curricular components may affect the nature of the program itself
and how well the students learn in a particular course within that
program. ’
Identifying the usual patterns of instructional sequence is not dif-
ficult. The evaluator can usually identify sequence through such
documents as program or course syllabi, instructionghandouts, and
assignment sheets. However, as far as we know, there are o al-
together adequate methods for evaluating instructional sequence.
One reason for the absence of adeqguate methods is the concomitant
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absence of research on instructional sequence in college-level writ-
ing courses. For example. we know of no convineing evidence that a
meristic sequence is better than an holistic one, or vice versa, Al-
though the Miami sentence-combining study and the North Dikota
study of generative rhetoric suggest the greater efficacy of meristic
sequences, the Texas study suggests that holistic and meristic se-
quences are equally effective for certain kinds of students.

We believe that the success of any instructional sequence may be
directly contingent on the cognitive development of the students
the sequence was implemented to serve. Some of the best research
done on teaching writing to developmental students * has important
implications for both writing curricula and the instructional se-
quencing of eurrienlar elements in basic writing courses. We do not
know, however, whether the same implications wounld hold tor non-
developmental students. The appropriateness of an instrnctional se-
quence must be determined., first. in relation to a writing curricu-
lum. which begins in the elementary grades for individual students,
and, ultimately, in relation to student pedormance. Instructional
seuence is one area which could benefit enormously from a few
carefully designed and controlled experimental studies.

Instructional Methods. If composition programs vary with re-
spect to contexts, curriculum, and instructional sequence, they may
viary even more so with respect to instrnetional methods. Indeed.
Jovee and Weil have identified over 80 ditferent models of teach-
ing. * Some of these models are not, of course. ones which are widely
used in compaosition teaching, but the puintis that diversity in teach-
ing practices can complicate writing program evaluation. This diver-
sity can be attributed. in part. to personality differences amonyg
teachers.® In the teaching of composition, one of the most com-
monly nsed methods of instruction is that which might be labeled as
“traditional classroom discussion”™; but even within that general
method can be found considerable variety. For example, the discus-
sion method is frequently supplemented by student conferences or
writers’ workshops. And within the area of discussion. methods may
vary considerably. Recently, one of the present authors visited two
writing classes, each taught by a different graduate student enrolled
in a practicum on teaching freshman composition. In both classes,
discussion centered on assigned readings illustrating the principles
of classification. In one class, the teacher led the discussion from
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a set of questions she had prepared over the readings. questions
focusing on classification systems and membership in elasses illus-
trated in the readings. Students responded by attempting to answer
the questions directly. and discussion ensued only when a particular
response to a question was deemed unsatistactory. i the other class,
the general instructional method was also discussion. but the form
of the discussion was more obviously inductive, with the teacher
deriving, each subsequent question from student responses to pre-
vious questions. While both classes may be labeled as discussion
classes. the actual discussion practices and procedures differed sub-
stantially. The problem that writing program evaluators have to face
is that if the two classes are compared on the assumption that both
employed like instructional methods and one course proved more
effective in teaching the principles of classification, that difterence

in effectiveness could be attributed to the two different methods of

conducting class discussions. The evaluator must, therefore, be sen-
sitive to what may seem to be subtle differences in instructional
methaods.

In the teaching of composition, a large number of nontraditional
methods are also frequently used, many of which have received
decumentation in the literature. Reflecting both curricular and in-
structional concerns, one usetul recent summary of classroom prac-
tices in the teaching of writing suggests that modern composition
classgoom practices put greater emphasis on “cooperating in the
process of writing rather than on criticizing the produets of compos-
ing" * than did the practices of carlier years. This shift in emphasis
in classroom practices—which also reflects corresponding shifts in
curricula and contexts and makes different demands on program

administration—may be attributable, in part, to the influence of

the Dartmouth Conference with its concern for classroom interac-
tion and uctivities of learning.* At any rate, the result of this shift in
emphasis has been the developnreat of new instructional methods.
Of these new methods—most of which focus on writing processes—
two will serve to suggest some of the problems such methods pose
for the evaluator of writing courses.

One widely publicized method is the one advocated by Murray.
This method, as described by Murray and Carnicelli, involves con-
ferencing with individual students about their writing as it is being
written. The conferences are presumably conducted so that the focus
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of attention is alway's on the students” writing, with the teacher sery-
ing as a guide to help students through the writing process. ™

A second relatively new instructional method falls under the gen-
eral rubric of collaborative learning, which includes the notion of
peer tutoring as outlined by Garrison and as popularized by, for
example. Bruffee.® Like the conferencing approach to writing in-
struction, collaborative learning places a greater emphasis on the
processes involved in composing. When the colluborative model is
used, students presumably have ready access to peers for responses
to their written products and for consultation as drafts are being
written. Both the conferencing approach and the collaborative ap-
proach would seenmi, by their very nature, to encourage student
writers to develop a sense of the audience that will be reading and
responding to the texts they produce,

While these two approaches. two instructional methods, to teach-
ing writing are widely known and often used in college writing
courses,™ considerable variety is possible within both. For people
interested in writing program evaluation, these variations within
general classes of instructional methods are perhaps no less impor-
tant than differences between the classes themselves. We have seen
peer tutoring, for example. used in a number of diflerent ways—as a
part of a writing course primarily dependent on more traditional in-
structional methods, as a part of a laboratory course in which peer
tutoring supplements the instruction offered by the teacher of ree-
ord, and as the only means of providing students with evaluations of
the written texts they produce. So too with conferencing. Our con-
cern here is, of course, the concern of the evaluator for describing
accurately instructional methods used in writing courses. Rarely, in
evaluating instruction in any discipline is it sufficient to say that a
course was taught according to this or that general model of instrie-
tion. Accurate descriptions of instructional methods used in college
writing courses and programs must precede evaluations of them,

Instructional Media. The components of writing currienla and
the instructional methods used to teach whiting curricula must not
only be kept separate from one another in the evaluation of a writ-
ing program, but they must also be distinguished from instructional
media. Instructional media may be thought of as delivery systems,
and they interact in the classroom with both curricular components
and instructional methods. Until recently, composition specialists
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needed to be concerned primarily with but two instructional media,
the printed word and the spoken word. Now., composition special-
ists have to be concerned with other media as well. It is becoming
increasingly common in composition courses, for example, to use
television shows and motion pictures to provide the content for stu-
dent writing or to illustrate various principles of communication.™
It is also becoming more common in some quarters to use eomput-
ers both to teach students conventional usage and to assist tnem in
the actual writing of essays by providing for interactive use pro-
grams in invention or essay structure and development.” As in the

use of instructional methods, considerable variety exists in the use of

instructional media, even in the way: .« particular medium is used.
Again, it is not sufficient in writing program evaluation simply to
identify courses which use computers, because what is important is
the precise way computers fit into the course itself'and the purposes
for which they are used.

I1L. 2. The Effects of Writing Programs

Virtually all evaluations—whether of writing programs or of any-
thing else—have to be concerned with effects. In evaluating writing
programs, we must be concerned with the many ways those pro-
grams affect people—the students, the faculty, and even the society
at large. In the four evaluation studies reviewed in chapter 2, the
effects of writing programs were evaluated almost exclusively in
terms of students’ written products. As we pointed out, however.
preoccupation with written products in writing program evaluation
has resulted in a narrow definition of student performance-—one at
odds with much of the current research on composing. ™ In addition
to looking for programmatic effects within student products, evalua-
tors must also examine changes in the attitudes of both students and
teachers brought about by the day-do-day operation of the program.
The preoceupation with student products has diverted attention
from not only the intended effects of a writing program as expressed
through statements of goals and objectives, but has also obscured
the unintended eftects of writing programs. It is important for eval-
nators to realize that whether the source of data is products, pro-
cesses, or attitudes, the effects they measure may be either intended
or unintended.
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The intended effects of a college writing program are typically
either expressed or implied in statements of goals. Ideally, these
statements serve as links between contexts on the one hand and
curriculum and instruction on the other. One of the tasks of the
evaluator of any program—whether a writing program or a football
program or a program for aid to dependent children—is to deter-
mine what the program is supposed to achieve, its raison d'étre.
umoss the intended effects of the program are known, it is impossi-
ble to determine whether they have been realizcd. A second eval-
uative task, then, is to determine whether the effects intended were
actually produced. Since some eftects may be unintended. a third
evaluative task is to identify those which occurred.

Intended Effects. The literature on evaluation suggests two ap-
proaches to identifying the objectives of a pregram. The least used
is the goal-free model of evaluation proposed by Scriven.™ As House
points out, Scriven’s concern with goal-free evaluation is a concern
for the reduction of bias.™ Scriven has argued that if informed of the
goals of a program in advance of the evaluation of it, the evaluator
“will likely uverlook immportant "side effects.” what we have labeled
unintended effects. As Scriven puts the matter, “it’s risky to hear
even general descriptions of the intentions [i.c.. the goals or objec-
tives] because it [sic] focuses yvour attention away from the ‘side
‘effects” and tends to make vou overlook or down-weight them.™®
Employving Scriven’s goal-free approach, an evaluator would dis-
cover the goals, both the stated and the unstated. during the course
of the evaluation itself.

Scriven's arguments in favor of goal-free evaluations notwithstand-
ing, most evaluators try to identify the goals cad ol jectives of the
program during the beginning stages of the evaluacon. Although
most writing prograins appear to operate on the basis of goals and
objectives, statements of them are typically very broad:and very
general and, therefore, of limited value in determining the exact na-
ture of the program or the courses within a program. Broad, general
statements of goals have much more in common with statements of
good intentions than they do with ¢pecific, observable aspects of
writing programs. Most writing program direetors and most teach-
ers of writing, for example, see the major goal of freshman writing
programs and courses as the improvement of stud st writing.* How-
ever important such statements may scem, they - -ovide the evalua-
tor with very little information useful in conducting an evaluation.
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What the evaluator needs are statements of specific goals and objec-
tives. It is usually over the specific goals and objectives of a course
or program that teachers and writing program directors disagree,
even though they may agree on the general goal§and objectives.
For an evaluation to be useful, it seems to us that teachers and
writing program directors must agree in advance of the actual eval-
uation on the specific goals or objectives of the writing program and
of the courses included in that program, especially as those goals
and objectives immediately affect students enrolled in the program.
Getting agreement is, however, frequently diffienlt. Indeed, a re-
cent nutional survey of teachers’ and directors’ perceptions of the
goals of freshman writing programs indicates considerable disagree-
ment between the two groups on the matter of goals; ** and that sur-

vey combined with a survey of the writing college graduates® i

dicates that neither writing program directors nor teachers mity
perceive the same goals for college writing programs as people who
have graduated from college. While meetings with the teachers,and
the writing program director nay help the evalunator identify some
of the specific goals and objectives. it is unlikely the group will ar-
rive at consensus, except through the influence of dominant and
dominating personalities. Weinberg explains the pr blem and rec-
ommends a solution:

Now committees in my view can nnm‘_ produce wisdom than they
can design a camel. The atmosphere of a committee is too competitive,
too verbal. Wisdomis aver: personal kind of thing;: it flourishes best when
a single mind thinks guictly and consistently—more quietly and consis-

tently than is possible when one is engaged in the rough-and-tumble of

committeeship with its often tendentious and personal exchanges. Thus, |
have felt that some of the most troublesome questions ought to be thought
through Py individuals who would then set thoughts down in essavs. Out
of many Such essays, written by different people. could come. if not clar-
ity and guidance, at least a common language in which to conduct the
discourse.™

Such written responses could be anaivzed for content.* for different
statements of specific goals and objectives. These statements could
then be used in comection with the Delphi technigque.® The Del-
phi technique involves collecting statements. such as those sug-
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gested by Weinberg, suptmarizing them, and then circulating the
summary. The group, i this case the teachers and the writing pro-
gram director, is then asked to re-evaluate their positions on goals
and objectives in light of the summary document and then to sub-
mit another statement. These new statements are MLHn summa-

ized, the summaiy circulated, and revised statements again col-
thed' The proe€ss continues until consensus is resched,

The goals and ()bj‘;tives for student performance, of course, can
be of many kinds, And whether the Delphi technique or some other
method is used to identify them, the evaluator—as well as the teach-
ers and the writing program director—must be able to group or
classify those goals and objectives. One classification system that
frequently appears in the literature ¢n educational goals and objec-
tives identifies cognitive,” affective, © and psvchomotor™ goals and
objectives. The usefulness of thest three divisions may be that they
allow goals and objectives to be <lassified according to a consistent
framework which uses a vocabvary most teachers and writing pro-

gram administraters are alrea”y familiar with. In addition, it allows

an evaluator, or a group of crsons associated with an evajuation;to
the "balance” among the different
types of goals and objectives. Although there are inherent weak-
nesses in any taxonomy, compdsition programs and courses proba-

bly have goals which address the cognitive and affective domains of

the learner. And the more gengral of these goals are often stated in
one form or another—in collgge catalogues, in writing program
policy statements, and in coyrse syllabi. Less obvious, and less
prevalent, are psychomotor gohls, for most college programs simply
assumne that students have cofimand of the psvchomotor skills nec-
essary for them to perform adequately.™

Other taxonomies can also be used to classify the goals and objec-
tives of college writing courses and programs that bear on student
performance. As Yow points/out,” Gagne's categories of learning—
chaining (i.e., stimulus-r¢sponse). verbal association, multiple
discrimination, concept |lening. principle learning, and problem
solving—can be used to c}assify the goals and objectives of an edu-
cational program.™ The/three higher level categories—concept
learning, principle Iearrﬁng. and problem solving-—seem particu-
larly relevant to many pf the goals and objectives of writing pro-
grams and courses. Tl) se same goals and objectives might ~lo be

72

-



60 Evaluating College Writing Programs

classified according to Vygotsky's stages of concept formation.™
Vygotsky distinguishes anong three such stages: (1) the putting “to-
gether a number of objects in an unorganized congeries, or “heap,’
in order to solve a problem that we adults would normally solve by
forming a new concept” (p. 59); (2) “thinking in complexes™ during
which “individual objects are united . . . notonly by . . . subjective
impressions but also by honds actually existing between these ob-
jeets” (p. 61); and (3) using true concepts (pp. 61-118). It seems to us
that many instructional activities—such as the different kinds of

. sentence combining exercises—might he placed at the different

“cognitive” levels suggested by Vygotsky's stages of concept forma-
tion. Piaget's stages of mental development might also be used as
the basis of a taxonomy of goals and objectives for writing programs
and courses. Piaget distinguishes among four such stagés—the
sensori-motor, the pre-operational, the concrete operational, and
the formal-operations stage.™ Also potentially useful is the well-
known distinction Chownsky makes between competence and per-
formance.™ This distinction is, in fact, applied in a modified form to
performative goals and objectives by the contributors to The Nature

- and Measurement of Competency in English.

We have argued above that evaluation studies typically take the
written texts of students as the primary evidence of the effects of
writing programs. The assumptions underlying this practice are
three: (1) that students’ written texts collected under testing condi-
tions are adequate reflections of writing competency, (2) that legiti-
mate inferences about writing course and program effectiveness can
be made on the basis of student texts, and (3) that writing programs
only affect student products. Evaluators have come by this practice
quite naturally: the country’s writing assessiment experts—the Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress and the Educational Test-
ing Service—use the written texts of students to make inferences
about writing competencey and program effectiveness.™ In addition,
it is a practice used by most classroom teachers of writing to judge
both the competence of student writers and to gauge the effective-
ness of writing instruction. Most evaluation studies—including the
four evaluation studies we reviewed in the previous chapter—base
most of therr conclusions on students’ written products. hnplicit in
all of these evaluations—from individual classrooms to national ai-
tempts at writing evaluation—is the assumption that written prod-
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ucts represent the “bottom line™ in assessing student performance
and writing course effectiveness.

In large-seale evaluations, two kinds of student products have
been assessed: student responses on standardized tests of writing-
related skills and actual writing samples. Standardized tests are
used in indirect assessments of veriting, and writing samples are the
basis of direct assessments. There are strengths and weaknesses in
both forms of assessment. Proponents of indirect assessments argue
that standardized instraments are more reliable than direct assess-
ments and less expensive to administer. Crities of indirect assess-
ments, on the other hand, question the validity of such instruments
as measures of writing ability since examinees usually write no more
than their names. Proponents of direct assessments argue that the
only valid measure of writing competeney is a writing sample, in
spite of the fact that they are relatively expensive and difficult to
score and that they predict success in writing courses no better than
indireet assessments.™

But validity can be questioned in direct assessment as well as in-
direct assessment. In reeent times the issues of validity in direct as-
sessment has usually been raised with respect to the number and
kinds of writing samples required to assess competeney.® Further
questions can be raised about the kinds of cognitive abilities direct
assessments measure and the writing tasks themselves. The NAEP,
for example. once asked students to write in response to the follow-
ing questions: “What would it be like to be a goldfish? Or an air-
plane? Or a horse? Or a tree? Or any other thing?”™ What is being
measured with this assignment? The students” ability to use their
imaginations? To communicate with a “real” audience? To show
their knowledge of goldfish, horses, or whatever?

Pechaps a more critical question bearing on the validity of direct
assessments is their inability to assess writing processes adequately.
Indeed. most direct assessients require that students write in very
limited time span on an inpromptu topic. a topic about which some
of the examinees may have a great deal of knowledge and others
may not. This procedure runs directly counter to what we know
about how experienced writers compose.* 1f writers do not have
command of the requisite prior knowledge to write about a subjeet.
then they must have the time to generate ideas on that topic. In any
case, most direct assessments do not provide adequate indications
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of skills in invention. Furthermore, direct assessment does not al-
low for substantial revision, for adjusting a text to the needs of a
“real” audience if one were provided.

Following the lead of numerous researchers who have studied
composing processes, many writing teachers now believe they fol-
low a process-oriented curriculum.™ Both indirect and direct assess-
ments of writing tell us very little about how students’ composing
processes might change as the result of instruction. about whether a
student who habitually stops thinking about a paper at the end of a
single draft might be willing to take a paper through multiple drafts.

Thus products alone may not give an adequate picture of writing
competency. Nor can products alone give adequate information
about the effects of writing programs. While writing programs have
traditionally sought to improve the guality of written products, pro-
grams produce other important effects as well. For example, some
writing programs and many writing teachers have as a goal the de-
velopment of cognitive abilities that allow students to perform het-
ter in courses in other disciplines. Indeed. many writing programs
claim to teach intellectual processes—such as induction, deduction,
and classification=—~which are fundamental to all academic disci-
plines and are believed to affect the performances of people after
college. Some students, both during and after writing instruction,
may be able to use skills in reading and thinking without emploving
them in writing, thus making direct assessments of writing perhaps
inappropriate indicators of certain intended effects of a writing pro-
gram. In addition to developing control over composing and other
cognitive processes, composition programs also sometimes aim
to produce changes in attitudes which are not reflected in written
products during the term of the course. For at least some students, a
change in attitude toward writing may be just as important as in-
provement in written products. Students who fear writing have
been shown to avoid courses and jobs that require writing.** More-
over, writing prugrams often seek to increase students’ appreciation
of written lang’ age as a medium of communication and means for
self-expressior:  hese effects may not only be inaccessible through
assessments of written products but may not even occur until some-
time after students have completed their formal courses in writing,

Unintended Effects. Not only must program evaluators be con-
cerned with identifying the intended effects of writing programs
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and courses, but they must also take into account the umintended
effects. One of the hest examples of unintended cftects is the nega-
tive attitude toward writing that many students bring to the writing
classroom. Many college teachers attribute these attitudes to error-
oriented instruction in previous courses dealing with writing re-
gardless of discipline. Other unintended eflects may be the devel-
opment ‘of misconceptions about writing, both as product and as
process. Some of these misconceptions center on writing processes
—such as writing is easy for good writers or that good writers get it
right the first time. Others center on products—such as every para-
graph should start with a topic sentence or that good writing always
reads like an essay by George Orwell or E. B. White, Not all unin-
tended effects concern students. For example, the required use of a
common svllabus in a particular writing course may cause teachers
to alter their teaching practices to such an extent that they feel they
lose their effectiveness. The number of papers that teachers are re-
quired to grade according to program policy during a term may ad-
versely affect morale in a department. \Writing programs have other
unintended effects bevond their immediate confines. Because En-
glish departinents have traditionally taught most writing courses,
responsibility for teaching writing has been shunned in other de-
partments, a situation which is changing in many institutions. Fi-
nally, writing programs—{or good or bad—have had some responsi-
bility in shaping attitudes toward language and writing held by the
public at large.

L. 3. Interactions Among the Five Components

As we intimated in previous sections, writing program evaluation
must necessarily be concerned with the effects of writing programs.
Which effects are important depends on the way the evaluator
chooses to view the writing program and what questions need to be
answered. As we have seen, writing, program evaluators can choose,
for example, to 1'mit the scope of an evaluation to an examination of
the effects of a particular instructional method on students” written
products. Such an evaluation entails a monistic view of writing pro-
grams, with respect both to effects and to possible causes. That is to
sav. such an evaluation is unidimensional in nature, while the writ-
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ing program being evaluated is multidimensional. consisting at least
of a cultural context, an institution context, program structure and
administration, 4 curricuhuin, as well as a pvdagugy.

To evaluate a writing program unidimensionally is to engage in an
activity similar to the examination of the elephant by the six blind
men. If the evaluator examines only the “trunk” of & writing pro-
gram. the interdependence of all the parts will be missed. What-
ever the elephant does, it does because its several parts work in con-
cert with one another in a particular environment. So too with
writing programs: no single component can he singled out for exami-
nation if the evaluation truly secks to understand the cause or causes
of this or that effect. Evaluators must be aware of the ways the five
components can combine, or interact, to cause certain effects.

If we consider all the possible combinations of the five compo-
nents, there result 26 possible sets of interactions which deserve
the evaluator's attention. In the most comprehensive evaluation,
the evaluator would look for the causes of particular effects in the
complex interactions among the cultural context. the institutional
context program structure and administration, the curriculum. and
instructional methods.In less comprehensive evaluations, one or
more of the 25 lesser interactions would be of importance:

L. cultural and social context with institutional context,

2. cultural and social context with program structure and ad-
ministration,

3. cultural and social context with curriculum,

4. cultural and social context with instruction.

5. institutional context with program structure and adminis-
tration,

6. institutional context with curriculum,

7. institutional context with instruction,

8. program structure and administration with curriculum,

9. program structure and administration with instruction,

10. curriculum with instruction,

11, cultural and social context with institutional context with pro-
gram structure and administration,

12. cultural and social context with institutional context with
curriculum, : '

13. cultural and social context with institutional context with
instruction,
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'4. cultural and social context with program structure and ad-
ministration with curriculum,

15. cultural and social context with program structure and ad-
ministration with instruction,

16. cultural and social context with curriculum with instruction,

17. institutional context with programm structure and administra-
tion with curriculum,

18. institutional context with program structure and administra-
tion with instruction,

19. institutional context with curriculum with instruction,

20. program structure and administration with curriculum with
instruction,

21. cultural and social context with institutional context with pro-
gram structure and administration with corriculum.

22. cultural and social context with institutional context with pro-
gram structure and administration with instruction,

23. cultural and social context with institutional context with cur-
riculum with instruction.

24. cultural and social context with program structure and ud-
ministration with curriculum with instruction,

25. and institutional context with program structure und admin-
istration with curriculum with instruction.

These interactions are vital to understandin,, the effects of a particu-
lar program. In any given interaction, the evaluator can look for the
effects of one component on another or of two, three, or four compo-
nents on another component. In the next chapter, we will discuss
how these components and the interactions among them lead to eval-
uation questions which require the use of multiple methodologies.
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Accommodating Context and Change
in Writing Program Evaluation

THROUGHOUT THE PREVIOUS THREE CHAPTERS, WE HAVE SUG-
gested that the complexity of writing programs has done much to
limit the development of adequate evaluative procedures and meth-
ods. Yet the sheer coraplexity of the thing evaluated is not the only
reason the art of writing program evaluation remains in its infancy.
The nature of evaluation itself raises many questions and issues that
should be reexamined in every significant evaluation. We have in
mind those evaluations which have the potential to affect the lives of
others, the kinds of serious evaluations in which evaluation itself is
often an issue. Usually these questions focus on the validity of the
evalnation. Such questions certainly arise when evaluation is mis-
used covertly in the ways outlined by Suchman—as a way to “eve-
wash” in order to call attention to only the good aspects of an oth-
erwise poor program; as a way to “whi.ewash” in order to hide a
program’s failure; as a way to “submarine” a program regardless of
its worth; as a way to create the appearance or “posture” of objec-
tivity; and as a way of postponing administrative action under the
pretence of insufficient facts.' Yet guestions of validity have heen
raised about even the most conscientiously conducted evaluations,
whether of writing programs? or of social and educational programs
generally.’

As we indicated in chapter 1, our central concern in the present
monograph is with validity in writing program evaluation. Our dis-
cussion in chapter 2 of the Northern Towa, San Diego, Miami, and
Texas studies focused on matters which bear on the validity of those
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evaluations. And in our diseussion of the gquantitative model of writ-
ing program evaluation, we tried to point out the inherent weak-
nesses and limitations that reduce the validity of results generated.
In the third chapter. we presented the major components of a theo-
retical framework for conducting valid evaluations. We argued that
this framework accommodates or accounts for the five necessary
components of college writing program evaluation: the cultural and
social context of the program. its institutional contest, its structure
and administration, its curriculum, and its pedagogy. At the end of
chapter 3, we suggested that writing program evaluators must look
to complex sets of interactions among those five components in or-
der to d('vvlnp a comprehensive view of a program and its cflects,
both intended and unintended. The first three chapters of the pres-
ent monograph thus define the “territory” affecting validity in writ-
ing program cvaluations,

Validity is the central issue addressed in the present chapter as
well. Validity depends on the appropriateness of the evaluation to
the nature of the thing evaluated. In the following section we ad-
dress briefly the development of and the need for two distinetive
approaches to evaluation. In the second section. we point out how
changes in writing programs and in conceptions of writing require
new evaluation procedures and materials, In the third section, we
suggest directions which research must take in order to develop
valid procedures and materials for evaluating writing programs.

IV L. Quantitative and Qualitative Methods in Evaluation
Research

Whatever virtues or vices may be discussed with respect to eval-
uation, the issue of validity is always present. Questions about the
validity of a writing program evaluation are often raised because the
data examined and the analytic methods and paradigms employed
are often distrusted by persons who have a professional interest in
the teaching of college writing, Part of this distrust stems, of course,
from the backgrounds of college faculty who are charged with the
teaching of writing. Such persons often have strong literature back-
grounds ' which better prepare them to analvze single written texts
than to analyze enormous amounts of data collected under more or
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less controlled conditions. The research method familiar to most
teachers of writing is the method of the Literary scholar who con-
fronts a text one-on-one. and from such a one-on-one meeting dis-
covers certain truths about life, the human condition. and art. As
Eisner has recently argued. there is much to be said for "artistic ap-
proaches to research.” approaches which try, as literary scholars
must do, "to locate the general in the particular.” Eisner eontinues:
“[suech approaches] attempt to shed light on what is unique in time
and space while at the same time conveving insights that exceed the
limits of the situation in which they emerge. This is precisely what
Aristotle meant when he said that “Poetry” was truer than history.™
Yet while there is much value in emploving evaduation methods
comparable to those of the literary scholar, it is often impossible to
conduct a comprehensive evaluation of a large program or even a
single course using exclusively those methods. Evaluagions of writ-
ing programs cannot concern themselves with indi)“liduul perfor-
mances only, performances which may or may not by generalizable;
they must be concerned with the performances of large groups of
students and often with large groups of teachers. a ciremmstance
which may demand a combination of several methodologies.

There are good reasons, however, for distrusging the quantitative
aspects of evaluation. for as we pointed out in//)ur review of the four
studies. quantitative methods do not necessarily produce useful or
valid results or even reliable results. Thus, a central issue is the ex-
tent to which evaluation should be regarded as a science. Some-re-
scarchers, for example, have maintained that qualitative methods
and models are highly questionable, as have Campbell and Stanley
in their classic work on research design. Addressing one particular
qualitative method, Campbell and Stanley write that the case study
approach tvpifies “the error of misplaced precision” and that “It
seems well-nigh unethical at present to allow. as theses or disser-
tations in education, case studies.™ Very recently, the quantita-
tive bias of Campbell and Stanley has been reiterated by Rossi and
Wright: "There is almost universal agreement among evaluation re-
searchers that the randomized controlled experiment is the ideal
model for evaluating the effectiveness of public poliey. If there is a
Bible for evaluation, the Scriptures have been written by Campbell
and Stanley."" Yet even Campbell,® as well as other such noted
quantitadve researchers as Cronbach.” now apparently finds quali-




—

“RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

r

Acconmmodating Context and Changge 69

tative methods more aceeptable. Speaking directly to the coneerns
of the evaluator. Kemmis addresses the quantitative/qualitative dis-
tinction in the tollowing way:

Too often evaluators assume that their clients want them te collect a
bady of "objective” test data so that the clients can make decisions about
educational programs: it is assumed that these decisions tollow by im-
plication from the evaluation data. In their sophistication, the evaluators
may forget that the data they give to their clients create only a bare
skeleton of the many-sided reality of the program. It is cold and unyield-
ing to the technically inexpert eye: it does not adequately render the liv-
ing reality of people, events, and issues in day-to-day program operation.
Furthermore, the reality it does ereate, that of outcomes achieved and
not achieved, presented in scores, tables, and graphs, may actually mis-
lead program personnel insofar as it leads them to value those things that
the evaluator can measure at the expense of those aspects of the situation
too clusive to be captured by his measurements ¥

One of the fundamental differences between quantitative and
qualitative methods is the role of the researcher: in a quantitative
study. the researcher stands apart from the object of study. but in a
qualitative study, the researchier becomes something of a partici-
pant, intent on being able to represent the complexity of the activi-
ties under study.

But this difference between the roles evaluators play in quanti-
tative and qualitative approaches to evaluation is not to be taken
lightly as a simple difference in procedure, Quantitative and qualita-
tive methods embody fundamentally different theories about both
the nature of reality and about the nature of knowledge and knowl-
edge acquisitions. Patton, one of the better known authorities on
evaluation, contrasts the two methods and indicates the historical
evolution of the two often competing paradigms:

Fyvaluation rescarch is dominated by the lurgely ungaestioned, natural
science paradgm of hypothetico-deductive methodology, This dominant
pumdigm assumes quantitative measurement, mpvriuu'ntal design, and
multivariate, parametric statistical analysis to be the epitome of “good”
science. This basic model for conducting evaluation research comes from
the tradition of experimentation in agriculture, which gave us many of
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the basic statistical and experimental techniques most widely used in
evaluation research. . . .

By way of contrast, the alternative to the dominant . . . paradigm is
derived from the tradition of anthropological field studices. Using the
techniques of open-ended interviewing and personal observation, the al-
ternative paradigm relies on qualitative data, holistic analysis, and de-
tailed description derived from close contact with the targets of study.
The . .. natural science paradigm aims 1t prediction of social phenom-
ena; the holistic-inductive, anthropological paradigm aims at under-
stunding of social phenomena.”

The central question is. of course, whether evaluation rescarch
ought to represent itself through its methodology as a hard science
after the manner of chemistry or physies or as something closer to
research in the humanities or the social sciences. In educational re-
search in general” and in evaluation research in particular." there
seems to be a trend toward selecting among a variety of methodolo-
gies, in part because neither the natural science, social science. nor
humanities approach is necessarily the correct one.'* As Patton puts
the matter, “The debate and competition between paradigms is
being replaced by a new paradigm—a paradigin of choices. The
paradigm of clivices recognizes that different methods are appropri-
ate jor different situations.”"

IV. 2. Changing Perceptions of Writing, Ever-changing
Writing Programs

The changes in assumptions abont program evaluation that we
have described reflect broad changes in higher education in the vears
following World War I1. The extension of educational opportunities
to persons who traditionally had not attended college changed higher
education from an essentially elitist to a fundamentally egalitarian
institution. Most aftected by these dramatic changes were programs
teaching basic skills, especially introductory mathematics and writ-
ing programs. College and universities were simply not prepared to
instruct the difterent kinds of students that appeared in large num-
bers on their campuses.

I
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The changing student populations brought established methods
of teaching writing into question. In 1961, Kitzhaber described two
predominant ways of teaching writing—the literature approach and
the rhetorical approach.™ By the end of the 1950s, these approaches
to the teaching of writing were recognized by some faculty mem-
bers as inadequate. In 1959, Warner Rice called for English depart-
ments to stop teaching what they did not know how to teach and to
return to the teaching of literature.” Further changes in American
society during the 1960s accelerated the decline of the traditional
approaches. The decade of the 1960s was the decade of liberal ide-
als: authority was challenged, requirements were dropped, and the
written word was no longer sacrosanct. As Brent recollects:

Students were turning in collages instead of essays in many composi-
tion courses. In ane course in American literature taught by a teachipg-
assistant office-niate of mine, the students didn't write papers at all. T ey
haked bread. Evidently, somewhere along the line, Thoreau vroduced a
recipe for bread, and the students haked accordingly. They would line up
outside the office with their loaves and approach my friend’s desk where
he had a paper plate and a big knife. He conld cut a hunk off each loaf,
chew it for fifteen seconds or so. progressively more slowly and slowly as
his expression became more and more sagacious. and finally he would
louk at the student and say, "B plus” or “A .ainus.” ™

Ironically, the same liberal ideals that led in some places to the abol-
ishment of freshman English as a required course eventually led to
the reintroduction of writing into the college curriculum in a much
more substantial way than ever before. College and universities
nationwide relaxed their entrance requirements or made provisions
for special admissions, giving access to higher education to a large
segment of the population that previously had not attended college.
The problem was not confined to institutions with open-admissions
policies. Established universities, such as the University of Califor-
nia at Berkeley, found that a majority of students from middle-class
backgrounds could not write “college-level” prose.

During the 1980s, another major change occurred in the social
context that will likely alter substantially the nature of writing pro-
grams. This change was not obvious to us until we conducted a strati-
fied survey of the writing of college-trained people in the work force. ™
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Although a great deal of aneedotal evidence has been collected that
indicates writing is an important skill on the job. and several spe-
cialized surveys of writing in business and industry have been con-
ducted, no one to our knowledge had attempted to survey a cross
section of college graduates. We obtained a sample of 200 individu-
als which adequately fit the U.S. Department of Labor statistics on
the distribution of college-educated people in the American work

~force. Over three-fourths of these college-trained people are em-

ployed in technical, professional, and managerial occupations, and
fully half of all college-educated people are in technical and profes-
sional occupations. For all respondents the average total work time
spent writing was 23.1 percent, or over one day in a five-day week.
Nearly three-fourths of the people sampled claimed to spend 10 per-
cent or more of their work time writing. Only four people claimed
never to write while on the job. All of the people in technical and
professional occupations wrote on the job, spending on the average
29 percent of total work time writing—a figure higher than for any
other occupational group. What we found out about writing on the
job runs directly counter to the views of many in academe about the
importance of writing after college, a view still articulated by both
faculty and students and accepted as fact by the Cominission on En-
glish in 1966.% Writing is an important and frequently used skill
across all major cate, ries of occupations that college graduates are
trained to enter. We are suggesting that it was not coincidentai that
the literacy crisis occurred at a time when many collgges and uni-
versities were reducing o: bolishing their writing pragrams while
the jobs that their graduates obtained required both more writing
and more - Hmplex and diverse kinds of writing.

From the perspect've of the carly 1980s, we can see two major
developments stemming from the inadequacy of the traditional
approaches tg the teaching of writing and the public outery over
the "Iiter'.)ey):"risis." Both develooments are related, and both are
founded “upon relationships between writing and thought. The
more general development is the growing emphasis on processes in
writing: ‘the more specific development is the writing-across-the-
curriculum movement,® a development which seems to have re-
sulted as much from pressure brought to-bear on English depart-
ments froi the outside as from any measurable commitment to the
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concept from inside English departments. Among the more visible
manifestations of these two developments have been the following:

1. Writing is no longer taught only in the English department or
only in the freshman vear.

2. Writing courses are recognized to have special needs, espe-
cially special training for their instructors.

3. Students write different types of writing for different audi-
ences and purposes instead of themes.

4. The instructor’s role has changed from strictly that of an eval-
uator to that of a coach.

5. Writing is taught by having students write instead of by lee-
ture or discussion of readings.

6. Writing is not defined as a static product.

The movement toward teaching writing as a process goes bevond
merely having students write multiple drafts. It reinterprets the
tunction of writing in the overall curriculum. Writing becomes a
way of discovery. Students write not only to report what they know
but also to discover connections of which they were not previously
aware, Students can evaluate their ideas when they write because
the ideas become explicit. Moreover, writing forces students to be-
come active learners of a subject, to participate in the vital discus-
sions of a discipline.

Aswe have pointed out in our discussion of the quantitative mode)
the change in the nature of writing courses also called into question
prevailing ways of evaluating writing programs. The British Schools
Council recognized this inadequacy when it commissioned a styidy
of the writing development of children in British schools, not ony'the
basis of quantitative measures such as clause length but in terms of
the functions of what they wrote.* The work of the Schools Council
research team, James Britton and his University of London col-
leagues, came to the conclusion that the great majority of tets writ-
ten by schoolchildren were lifeless efforts addressed to the teacher
as examiner.? When the interests of writing teachers and research-
ers turn to questions of process and figiction, the measures devel-
oped for pretest-posttest evaluation hecome inappropriate. At the
same time, the expert-opinion approach to evaluation can be of lit-
tle help because jit lacks the theoretical underpinnings necessary to
address questions of process and function. Significantly, Britton and
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his colleagues had to develop a theory of discourse in order to make
judgments about the functions of writing in British schools. The
changes in the nature of program evaluation, in writing programs,
and in research in writing underscore the need for developing alter-
native models for writing program evaluation.

IV. 3. Questions for Evaluators

Patton’s notion of a "paradigm of choices™ is a useful one because
the complexity of writing programs. we believe, precludes the use
of a single approach in evaluation. Approaches to evaluation are, in
effect, models of evaluation, such as the mordel we extracted from
the four evaluation studies reviewed in chapter 2. The number of
specific approaches to evaluation found in the literature is large, -
though none specifically addresses the problems of writing program
evaluation.® From the standpoint of the evaluator of writing pro-
grams, the emergencs of a "paradigm of choices” is fortuitous. Such
a paradigm may lead to a synthesis of world views whk:ek will allow
much greater latitude in deciding which kinds of data can be validly
used in writing program evaluations and much greater latitude in
tHe interpretation of those data. This is not to say that a “paradigm
of choices” reduces the number of questions about the vaiidity of
materials or procedures. To the contrary, such a paradigin increases
exponentially that number. While a “paradigm of choices” increases
the options available to the evaluator, it does not eliminate the os-
sential and fundamental differences in world view that the choices
represent,

Knowledge of and skill in using qualitative approaches may very
well extend our vision of wnting program evaluation bevond its
present moorings in product-uriented, pretest-posttest definitions
of program effectiveness to the contexts of programs and the pro-
cesses of learning and composing, but at the same time it forces us
to decide which aspects of context, which aspects of learning, and
which aspects of composing are worth the considerable effort and.
cost demanded by close observation. But it is only through a plural-
ism of approaches that evaluators will probably ever be able to ad-
dress the complex sets of interactions among the components of
writing programs posited at the end of chapter 3 or will probably
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ever be able to become sensitive to the rapid ever-changing nature
of the thing evaluated.

As college and university writing programs continue to change in
response to society's demands fora literate populace and in response
to un ever-growing bhody of knowledge about both the products and
processes of writing, evaluators will have to address inereasingly
complex questions and issues, and they will have to develop per-
haps equally complex evaluations and procedures to address such
questions and issues. The interactions among the five components
specified at the end of chapter 3 can serve as a heuristic for identify-
ing some of these guestions.

One category of questions tocnses on the writing program itself.
For example. the interaction among social context, institutional con-
text. and program structure might produce a question such as “What
is the status of the academic unit responsible for developmental or
remedial instruction?” This question would take into account the at-
titude of the society at farge toward the students in the program,
the institutional commitment to the education of those students,
and the organization of a writing program that distinguishes be-
tween developmental and nondevelopmental students. A question
such as “"How successful are graduates of a developmental writing
program in subscqguent courses and in the world of work?” would
necessarily involve all five components.

A second category of questions focuses on evaluation. We will
group these questions according to the four constituencies of writ-
ing programs identified in chapter 3: the society, the institution, the
program including its teacher and administrators, and the student.

One set of questions concerns the effects of writing programs on
socicty. These questions might include:

1. Lives the writing program affect the value its students plaee on
the written language once they leave college?

2. Does the writing program, through its students and graduates,
make the public sensitive to abuses of language?

3. Does the writing program help make the public aware of dif-
ferent uses of languages for different purposes?

4. Does the writing program affect the social and economic status
of its students and graduates?

5. Does the writing program send students into the world better
able to adapt the processes and products of writing to novel situations?
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6. Does the writing program foster the development of cognitive
skills that have upplimti\(m bevond writing?

7. Does the writing program contribute substantially to the oper-
ation of a democratic society, a socicty which is predicated on the
assumption of a litevate populace? .

8. Does the writing prograr produce students and graduates who
write in order to make sense of their experiences as human beings?

A second set of questions might focus on the effects of a program
on the institution which houses it. These questions might include:

L. Are students capable of writing intelligently and clearly about
specialized topics in disciplines other than English?

2. Are improvements in writing ability lost after students leave
the composition program?

3. How does the writing program influesce admissions require-
ments at & particular institution?

4. Does a writing program affect the number of degrees awarded
at a particular institution? .

5. To what extent does the size of a writing program alfect the
mumber of other courses offered?

6. How does a writing, program affect the makeup of the faculty at
a particular institution?

7. To what extent does a writing program promote communica-
tion amang taculty and students in diffecent disciplines on the basis
of a common interest in written langnage?

8. How does the attitude of the composition teacher toward the
teaching of writing and toward students of writing contribute to the
attitudes of students toward the written language in general®

“ather set of questions might be directed to interactions of vari-
sus kinds among the components of writing progrims. Among chese
questions are:

L. How does a writing program affect the attitudes of teachers in
the progran?

2. How does a writing program affect the professional status of
teachers in the progra:n?

3. How does the use of a required syllabus affect what and how
particular teachers teach?

4. How do the support services and equipment such as typing
and copying services and audiovisual equipment) affeet how well a
teacher can teuch?
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3. How does the classroom itself—its size. arrangement. ete.—
affect how well a teacher can teach?

6. How does the personality of a writing program dirc¢cetor affect a
writing program?

7. How does the process of administrative decision making affect
what teachers and students do in a writing class?

8. How does the uniformity or lack of miforaity influence what
teachers and students do in a writing class?

9. How does the selection of text waterials affect the nature of
curriculum?

A fourth set of questions could focus on the effects of writing pro-
grams on students. Such questions might be:

I. Do the theoretical underpinnings of a curriculum affect wh.nt
students learn?

2. Do diftering methods of delivery affect what students learn?

3. Do students’ attitudes toward writing change as a 1esult of be-
ing in a writing course?

4. Do curriculum and instruction affect students’ awareness of
their own composing processes?

5. Does the amount of time spcnt wniting affcet how well a stu-
dent learns to write?

6. Does what a student learns in a writing course affect perfor-
mance in subsequent courses?

7. Does the sequence of curricular elements affect how well a stu-
dent learns to write?

8. What eflect does instruction in critical reading have ou the de-
velopment of writing ab.fities?

Such questions as these are not casy ones to answer. They probe
the nature and effects of writing programs. They address a complex
and variously defined process called “learning to write.” Further-
more, they consider “learning to write™ as a process that extends
bevond the classroom, that writing has ilmportant functions for both
individual learners and society at large.,

In the face of such complexity, the impulse is to turn away, either
leaving writing program evaluations to others or concluding that
sound evaluations of writing programs are impossible to achieve.
Neither alternative is acceptable to our profession. By attempting to
answer such questions, we can better come to know what we do,
how we do it, and why it is important. If answers are possible, they

30
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are obtainable only through a pluralistic approach to evaluation that
acknowledges the history of writing and the teaching of writing,
builds on theories of learning and language, and incorporates a vari-
ety of evaluation methodologies and procedures.
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(Cedar Falls: State College of Towa, 1966). A follow-up study using the
data collected by Jewell, Cowley, and Rhum, plus additional data col-
leeted from University of lowa students involved in the UNT study. was
completed by Richard Braddock. See his Evaluation of College-Level
Instruction in Freshman Composition: Part 11, Cooperative Research
Project no. $-260 (Ilowa City: Univ. of lowa, 1968).

For an explication of those ETS procedures, see Fred Godshalk, Frances
Swincford, and William E. Colfman, The Measurement of Writing Abil-
ity (New York: College Entrance Examination Board. 1966).

Donald Wesling, John Conlisk, Sharon Evans, W. G. Hardison, Ralph
Loveberg, Emory Tolberg, and Jane Watkins, Evaluation of the Four
College Writing Programs at UC San Diego (San Diego: Univ. of Cali-
fornia, 197K). -

Moffett's statement, “Evaluation of the Writing Programs at the Uni-
versity of California San Dicgo.” appears as Appendix 11 in the Wesling
et al. report. Wesling and his colleagues take issue with a number of
Moffett’s recommendations and criticisms. For an outline of these is-
sues, see Wesling et al., pp. 12-18.

On the matter of variables left uncontrolled during the evahuation, sce
Wesling et al., pp. 34-35.

See. for example, Godshalk, Swineford, and Coftinan, The Meusure-
ment of Writing Ability and Charles R. Cooper, “Holistic Evaluation of
Writing,” in Evaluating Writing: Measuring, Describing, Judging, ed.
Charles R. Cooper and Lee Odell (Urbana: National Council of Teach-

‘ers of English, 1977). pp. 3-31, which provides good bibliographies of

works dealing with the evaluation of student writing.

Donald Daiker, Andrew Kerek, and Max Morenberg, “Sentence Com-
bining and Syntactic Maturity in Freshman English.” College Composi-
tion and Communication 29 (1978): 36-41, Morenberg. Daiker, and
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Kerek, “Sentenee Combining at the College Level: An Experimental
Study,” Research in the Teaching of English 12 (197%): 245-56. and
kerek, Daiker, and Morenberg, “Sentence Combining and College
Composition.” Pereeptual and Motor Skills 31 (1950); 1039 - 1167 (Mono-
graph Supplement V3D, Several guestions were raised about the
study as it was reported in 1978 in College Composition and Communi-
carion, in Research in the Teaching of English, and at the Wyoming
Conference on Freshman and Sophomere English {sce, for example.
Kinncavy, "Sentence Combining in a Comprehensive Language Frame-
work™, Mellon, “Issues in the Theory and Practice of Sentenee Com-
bining”; apd Witte, "Review of Sentence Combining and the Teaching
of Writing,” College Composition and Communication 31 (1980): 433
371, Because Sentenee Combining and College Composition addresses
several of those questions, we assume that it represents the final report
on the Miamistudy. The following review is based on their most recent
published report.

Irue edhtrol groups—students offered no instruction in writing—are

often ditficult to obtain.: Many institutions are committed to placing all
. . . . i - . . .
freshimen in composition conrses during their first semester in college,

For example, Lester Faigley was denied a request to form i control

group by asking selected students to postpone freshman English for one
semester. (See The Influence of Generative Rhetoric on the Syatactic
Flueney and Writing Effectiveness of College Freslunen,” Research in
the Teaching of Eaglish 13 (1979): 197 - 206.)

Sentence Combining and College Composition. p. HOL The experi-
mental group used William Strong’s. Sentence Combining: A Compos-
ing Book (New York: Random, 1973) as their only textbook.

The curriculim of the control sections, in fact, followed the organiza-
tion of James MeCrimmmon's Writing with a Purpose. 6th ed. (Boston:
Houghton, 1976). A reader was also used.

Syntactic flueney refers to the relative sophistication with which writ-
ers of different ages are able to reduce clausal structures to less than
clause status and to cmbed those reductions in the sentenees they write.
The term, syntactic fluency, is frequently used interchangeably with
two other terms, syntactic complexity and syntactic maturity. ‘The phe-
nowenon presumably referred to by these terms s frequently mea-
sured by such indices as mean t-unit length @ t-unit being an indepen-
dent clanse plus all of its subordinate elements), mean clause length,
and mwean number of clanses per t-unit. These measures derive from
the work of Kellogg Hunt, much of whicli is summarized in his “Early
Blooming and Late Blooming Svntactic Structures,” in Eraluating
Writing: Describing. Measuring. Judging. pp. 91-104, Lester Fagley,
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in “Names in Search of & Coneept: Maturity, Fluencey, Complexity, and
Growth in Written Syutax,” College Composition and Communication
31 (19801, 291-300, argues that for students bevond high school, it is
impossible to tell what aspects of language development these terms
refer to.
. Morenberg, Daiker, and Kerek, "Seutence Combining at the College
Level,” pp. 233-55.
Ellen W, Nold and Sarabh W, Freedman, “An Analysis of Readers” Re-
sponses to Essavs,” Research in the Teaching of English 11 (1977): 164-
74 Faigley, "The Influence of Generative Rhetoric.”
See, for example, Mellon, “Issues in the Theory and Practice of Sen-
tence Combining,” pp. 26-34: Kinncavy, “Sentence, Combining in a
Cowmprehensive Language Framework,” pp. 66-67; and Witte, “Re-
view of Sentence Combining and the Teaching of Writing.”
Transformational Sentenee Combining: A Method for Enhancing Syn-
tactic Fluency in English Composition. Rescarch Report no. 10 (Chan-
paigi: National Council of Teachers of English, 1969).
Sentence Combining: Improving Student Writing Without Formal
Grammar Instruction, Rescarch Report no. 15 (Champaign: National
Council of Teachers of English, 1973),
. Daiker, Kerek, and Morenberg, “Using "Open” Sentence-Combining
Exercises in the College Composition Classroom,” in Sentence Com-
bining and the Teaching of Writing, p. 168,
Many of the rhetorical principles were obviously drawn from the work
of Francis Christensen, as evidenced in Strongs Sentence Combining:
A Composing Book. The North Dakota study of generative rhetorie -
which was designed. in part. as a replication of the Miami study—
vielded similar results in both syntactic features and holistic scores
(Faigley, “The Influence of Generative Rhetorie™. Although the North
Dakota study has many of the same weaknesses as the Miami study, the
rhetorical assumptions were made more deliberately a part of a curricu-
tom, primarily because the Christensen materials make many of these
rhetorical assumptions explicit.
Ou these matters, see the investigators” comparisons of the two courses,
pp. 1090-1103.
Stephen P Witte and Lester Faiglev, A Comparison of Analytic and
Synthetic Approaches to the Teaching of College Writing, TWRG Re-
search Report no. 1 (Austin: Department of English, Univ. of Texas,
1981, ERIC Doc. no. FD 209 677,
. A Theory of Discourse (971 reprint, New York: Nortou, 1950).

2. These purposes and modes of discourse were preseuted through a course
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syllabus supplemented. when available, by parallel treatments from
Michael E. Adelstein and Joan Pivals The Writing Commitment (New
York: Harcourt, 1976) and by exemplary readings from Randall E.
Decker's (ed.) Patterns in Exposition 6 (Boston: Little, 197%). For in-
struction in the conventions of standard written English, students re-
lied on Jim W Corder's Handhbook of Current English (Gleuview, 11.:
Scott, Foresman, 1978). -

- A Conceptual Rhetoric of the Composition,” College Composition and

Communication 22 (197D: 348-34.

Susan W. Wittigg, Steps to Structure (Cambridge, MA: Winthrop, 1975),
Because the text materials for the meristic option relied on consider-
able grammatical terminology, teachers cmploying this approach used
J. €. Blumenthal's English 3200: A Programmed Course in Grammar
and Usage (New York: Harcourt, 1972), a programmed gramuar test to
teach students grammatical vocabulary and to teach thew conventional
usage. As part of the second option's currientum, English 3200 was -
tended to provide students with the competencies that would enable
them to complete the more sophisticated sentence-lovel exercises avail-
able interactively by computer. See Susan W Wittig, Dialogue (lowa
City: Condnit, 1978), and “"Dialogue: Project C-BE Drill and Practice.”
Pipeline 4 (1978): 20-22. These exereises, in turn, prepared students to
handle the treatments of paragraphs and essays in Wittig's Steps to
Structure.

- The research design as well as the comparisons are presented in detail

in Witte and Faigley, A Comparison of Analytic and Synthetic Ap-
proaches, pp. 7T-10, 295-3(0).

- Johp A, Daly and Michael . Miller, “The Empirical Pevelopment of

an Tustrument to Measure Writing Apprehension,” Research in the
Teaching of English 9 (1975); 24249,

- A L. Raygor, MeGraw-Ilill Basic Skills Sgstem Reading Test: Fxam-

iner’s Manual (New York: MeGraw-Hill, 19700,

- A L. Raygor. McGraw-Hill Basic Skills System Writing Test. Fyam-

iner’s Manual (New York, McGraw-Hill, 19701 For the two MeGraw-
Hill tests, Forms A and B were used. witl one class on each side of each
principal comparison receiving Form A as a pretest and one class on
cach side of cach principal comparison receiving Form B. For the post-
test the forms were reversed for each section.

The topics are reproduced in Witte and Faigley, A Comparison of Ana-
lytic and Synthetic Approaches. pp. 13- 16. Posttest data were collocted
during the last week of classes and during the final evanination period.
Becanse the essays the students wrote were used in computing course
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grades. they were photocopied for holistic scoring prior to their having
heen marked by the teachers for return to the students. Students were
given extra credit for completing the two MceGraw-Hill tests.
Interrater reliabilities tor the two narrative-deseriptive essays were
computed to be .76 dind .78, respectively: and for the two argumenta-
tive essavs, they were compnted to be 82 and 84, respectively. The
MeGraw-Hill Reading Test and Writing Test and the Miller-Daly WAT
were computer scored. Data from cach comparison were submitted to
amalyses of covariunce, with pretest scores nsed as covariates to control
tor pretest differences.

See Witte and Faigles, A Comparison of Analytic and Synthetic Ap-
proaches, pp. 127-242.

These analyses are presented in Witte and Faigley, A Comparison of
Analytic and Synthetic Approaches, pp. 243-49. See also Faigley, Daly,
and Witte, “The Role of Writing Apprehension in Writing Perdforuance
and Competence,” Journal of Educational Rescarch 75 (Sept.-Oct.
1981): 16-21.

. Type 2 errors ovceur when statistical power is inadequate to aceept the

null hypothesis. Statistical power in the “Texas study was low owing to
the small number of subjects in each call. B. J. Winer suggests that .30
and .20 levels of significance may be more appropriate under these con-
ditions than .03 and .01. See Statistical Principles in Experimental De-
sign. 2d ed. (New York: MeGraw-Hill, 197D, p. 14 ,

On this point see Lee Odell's discussion in “Defining and"Assessing,
Competence in Writing,” in The Nature and Measurement of Compe-
teney in English, ed. Charles R, Cooper (Urbana: National Gouneil of
Teachers of English, 198D, pp. 107-8; Gabriel Della-Piana, Lee Odell,
Charles Cooper. and George Endo, “The Writing Skills Decline: So
What?” in The Test Score Pecline: Meaning and Issues, ed. Lawrence
Lipsitz (Englewood Clifts: Educational Technology Publications, 1977),
pp. 163-86.

J. C. Seegars, “The Form of Discourse and Sentence Structure,” Ele-
mentary English 10 (1933):; 51-54: Lois V. Johnson, “Children’s Writing
in Three Forms of Composition,” Elémentary English 44 (1967): 265-
69: 1.. Ramon Veal aud Murray Tillman, “Mode of Discourse Variation
in the Evaluation of Children’s Writing,” Research in the Teaching of
English 5 1971: 37-45; Marion Crowhurst und Gene L. Piche. “Audi-
ence and Mode of Discourse Effects on Syntactic Complexity in Writ-
ing at Two Grade Levels,” Research in the Teaching of English 13 (1979
101-9; Faiglev. “Names in Search of a Coneept.”

As far as we know, composition researchers have always treated holistic
seores as though they represented a continnous variable, ke age or
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weight. However, holistic evaluation involves placing essays into cate-
gories or groups according to their relative quality. Unlike a variable
such as age. a holistic score can be no higher than the number assigned
to that particular category of essays. the numerical “value™ of the essay
representing simplé a name for a category. It may he argued that it

. makes no more sense to treat a holistic score as though it were 2 yumeri-

cal value than it does to assign a number name to sex or race snd then
treat the data as numerical. What would it mean if we were to say that a
given population had an average racial makeup of 4.85? Perhaps holistic
scores should he treated as categorical rather than numerical data. This

is, however. a topic far too technical for full treatment here, although it .
is one to which rescarchers should address themselves. The issue, of

course, has a number of implications not only for the evaluation of writ-
ing courses and programs but for writing research in general and for the
work of the Educational Tosting Service in particular.

. Sarah W, Freedman, “Influences on Evaluators of Expository Essavs:

Bevond the Text.” Research in the Teaching of English 15 (1981): 245
55; and Freedman and Robert Calfee, "Holistic Assessment of Writing:
Experimental Design and Cognitive Theory™ (unpublished MS).

. 3. A Framework for Evaluating College Writing Programs

l.

Ralph W. Tyler, Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction (Chi-
cago: Univ. of Chicago Pr.. 1950): and “The Functions of Meceasurement

. . . “w N . . . et
in Improving Instruction.” in Educational Measurement. od. K. E Lin:

quist (Washington, DC: American Council on Education, 1950, pp.
47 -67.

On this matter. see Arich Lewy, “The Nature of Curriculum Evalua-
tion.” in Handhook of Curriculum Evaluation. od. Arich Lewy (Paris
and New York: UNESCO and Longman, 1977, pp. 10-11. Tvler’s model
has been criticized by Robert E. Stake. “Language. Rationality and As-
sessment.” in Improcing Educational Assessment. od. W, . Beatty
(Washington. DC: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Devel-
opment, 1969). pp. 14-40, for not adequately accommodating process
variables or the conditions which give rise to products. The Tvler model
has also been eriticized for similar reasons by Michael Seriven. “The
Methodology of Evaluation,” in Perspectives on Curriculum Ecalua-
tion. cd. Ralph W. Tyler (Chicago: Rand MeNally, 1967). pp. 39-83;
and by G. V. Glass. The Growth of Evaluation Methodology (Boulder:
Laboratory of Educational Research, Univ. of Colorado, 1969),

On this matter. see House, Ecaluating with Validity. p. 27.
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. See Stephen P Witte, Rager D. Cherry, and Paul R Meyer. The Goals

of Freshman Wriang Programs as Perceived by a National Sample of
College and University Writing Program Directors and Teachers, FIPSE
Grant GOOK003896, Technical Repart no. 5 (Austin: Writing Program

~ Assessment Office. Univ. of Texas, 1982). ERIC Doc. no. ED 216 395,

See, for example. Jack Goody, Domestication of the Savage Mind (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge Univ. Pr.. 1977); Literacy in Traditional Sucieties
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Pr., 1969): Fric A. Havelock, Origing
of Western Literacy (Toronto: Ontario Institute for Studies in Educa-
tion, 1976).

Sece Richard Ohmann, English in America (New York: Oxford Univ. Pr.,
1976); and Shirey Brice Heath, “The Functions and Uses of Literacy,”
Journal of Communication, 30 (1980): 123-33.

. Heath, “Toward an Ethnohistory of Writing in American Education,”

in Writing: The Nature. Development. and Teaching of Written Com-
munication: Volume 1. Variation in Writing: Functional and Linguistic-
Cultural Differences, ¢d. Marcia Farr Whitewan  (Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaunm, 198D, pp. 25-15.

Lester Faigley, Thamas P. Miller. Pand R, Mever. and Stephen P Witte,
Writing after College: A Stratified Surcey of the Writing of College-
Trained People. FIPSE Grant GOOSO03896, ‘Technical Report no. 1
(Austin: Writing Program Assessment Oflice, Univ. of “Tesas, 1981,
ERIC Doc. na. ED 210 70K, '

. T. Neville Pastlethwaite, " Determination of General Educational Ains

and Objectives,” in Handhbook of Curriculum Evaluation. esp. pp.
56--64). Postlethwaite's source is K. B. Womer, What Is National Assess-
ment? (Ann Arbar: National Assessment of Fducational Progress, 1970),
in fuact, the Comptraller Generals Report to the Congress, The Na-
_tional Assessment of Educational Progress: Its Results Need to Be Made
More Useful (Washington, DC: U.S. General Accannting Office, 1976)
criticized the first assessments tor NAEPY failure to take into acconnt
the students” varving backgrounds.

Sce Roy D). Goldman and David J. Hadson. “A Multivariate Analysis of
Academic Abilities and Strategies for Snecessful and Unsucceessful Col-
lege Students in Different Major Fields.” fournal of Educational Psy-
chology 63 (1973):: 364~ 70, and Roy D). Goldman and Rebeeca Warren,
“Discriminant Analysis of Study Strategics Connected with Grade Suc-
cess in Different Major Fields,” Journal of Educational Measurement
10 (1973): 39-47. ,

Carl Frederiksen, “Abilities, Transter and Infarmation Retrieval in Ver-
hal Learning.” Multicariate Behavior Research Monographs 2 (1969):
1-82,
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R. Havinghurst, Decelopmental Tasks and Education, 2d ed. (New
York: David McKay, 1973,

There is a considerable literature available on the subject of contextual
influences on educational programs. Sce, for example, Rayvmond §.
Aduams, Richard M. Kimble. and Marjorie Martin, “School Size, Orga-
nizational Structure and Teaching Practices,” Educational Administra-
tion Quarterly 6 (Autunm 19701 15-31; Egon G. Guba and Charles F.
Bidwell, Administratice Relationships: Teacher Effectiveness, Geacher
Satisfuction and Administrative Behaviour (Chicago: Midwest Admin-
istration Centre, Univ. of Chicago, 1957); and Ralph W. Larkin, “Con-
textual Influences on Teacher Leadership Styles.” Sociology of Fdu-
cation 46 (1973): 471-79. Jacque Barzum in his 1960s treatise on the

American university, discusses many political and social influences of

contest on higher education in this conntry. Sce his The American Uni-
cersity: How It Runs, Where It is Going (New York: Harper, 1968).
“Diving In: An Introduction to Basic Writing,” College Composition
and Communication 27 (1976): 234-39; Errors and Expectations: A
Guide for the Teacher of Basic Writing (New York: Oxford Univ. Pr.,
1977V, See also Shaughnessy's review of researcls in basic writing: “Basic
Writing.” in Teaching Composition: 10 Bibliographical Fssays, cd.
Gary “Late (Fort Worth: Tesas Christian Univ. Pr., 1976), pp. 137-67.
Many writers might be cited here. Among those are several of the es-
savists represented in two recent collections: Walker Gibson (ed.) New
Students in Two-Year Colleges: Twelve Essays (Urbana: National Coun-
vil of Teachers of English, 1979) and Lawrence N. Kasden and Daniel R.
Hocher (eds.) Basic Writing: Essays for Teachers, Researchers, and Ad-
ministrators (Urbana: National Council of Teachers of English, 1980
On some of the specific needs of basic writers, Andrea A, Lansford's
“Cognitive Development and the Basic Writer,” College English 41
(Sept. 1979): 39-46, is an especially important essay. Also relevant is
Muriel Harris's “Individualized Diagnosis: Teaching for Caunses, Not
Svmptoms, of Writing Deficiencies,” College English 40 (Nov. 1978):
318-33, and Harvey S. Wiener's “Basic Writing: First Day's Thoughts
on Process and Detail,” in Eight Approaches to Teaching Composition,
ed. Timothy R, Donovan and Ben W, McClelland (Urbana: National
Council of Teachers of English, 1981), pp. 87-99.

Leonard Rutwman, Planning Useful Ecaluations: Ecaluability Assess-
ment, with a “Forward” by Joseph S. Wholey (Berkeley and London:
Sage, 1950), esp. pp. 89-104.

Sce Witte, Mever, Miller, and Faigley, A National Surcey of College
und University Writing Program Directors, pp. 104-3.
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For discussions by varions hands of the “writing 2cross the cuvrienlum”
movement, see Toby Fulwiler and Art Young weds.), Language Connee-
tions: Writing and Reading Aeross the Curricnlum Urbana: National
Council of Teachers of English, 19821, Sce also Peters, "Writing Across
the Curricnlum.”

A fair amount of this research is summarized in Eric Bredo, “Con-
textual Inflnences on Teachers” Instenctional Approaches,” Jonrnal of
Curriculum Studies 12 19500 49 - 60,

- See Witte, Meyer, Miller, and Faigley, A National Survey of Colloge

and University Writing Program Directors, esp. pp. 1i2-16.
Gilbert Rvle, The Concept of Mind (New York: Barnes, 1949, pp-
59-64).

. Considerable evidence of both kinds of corrientar variables is presented

in Stephen P Witte and Pand R. Mever with Thomas P Miller, A Na-
tional Survey of Colloge and University Teachers of Writing, FIPSE
Corant GODS0OO3896, Technical Report no. 4 (Austin: Writing Program
Assessinent Office, Univ. of ‘Texas, 1982). ERIC Doc. no. ED 219 779,

. See Richard E. Young, “Paradigins and Problems: Needed Research in

Rhictorical bavention,” in Research on Composing: Points of Depar-
ture, pp. 29-47, James A, Berlin and Robert P oInkster, “Current-
Traditional Rhetorie: Paradigm and Practice,” Freshman English News
5. no. 3 (Winter 1980) [-4, 13- 14, Douald C. Stewart, “Composition
Texthooks and the Assault on Tradition,” College Composition and
Communication 29 (1978): 171- 76, and Mavine Hairston, “The Winds of

“Change: Thomas Kulin and Revolution in the leaching of Weiting, ™

College Composition and Communication 33 (1952); 76-85. We might
speenlate that the traditional paradigm is not likely to change cither
substantially or quickly unless and nntil composition teachers accord
texthooks considerably fess status than they presently have in the teach-
ing of writing. ‘Texthooks, to be sure, are useful for teaching content in
the sense of what, but they are of considerably less value in weaching
content in the sense of hoe. The reason for this, of course, is that they
cawonly address how by converting it to what. On this latter issue, see
also Mike Rose, “Sophisticated, Ineflective Books—The Dismantling
of Process in Composition Texts,” College Compaosition and Communi-
cation 32 (1981 65- T4,

- Witte, Meyer. Miller, and Faigley, A National Survey of College and

Unicersity Writing Program Directors, pp. 57 -65.

. “Composition Testhooks and Pedagogical Theory, A Rea iew-Essay,”

College Engiish 43 (1981): 393 - 409,

- Waods acknowledges his debt to Barry Kroll, “Developmental Perspee-
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tises and the Teaching of Composition,” College English 41 (9500 741 -
32, tor this term.

- Stephien Judy's “The Experimental Approach: Tuner Workds to Outer

Workds. " in Eight Approaches to Teaching Composition. ed. Fimothy R.
Donovin and Ben W MeClelland (Urbina: National € ‘ouneil of Teach-
ers of English. 1950, pp. 37-31, provides what we think is a good ac-
count of the “expressionist” approach Woads deseribes,

“Fhe Search tor tnteligible Structure in the lv.ulum,n’( mupcmlmu N
College Composition and Communication 27 (1976 142-47. A some-
what less smhitions, but nonetheless valuable, delineation ul' an nnder-
Wing structure for teaching cmnpmitinu is found in Caroline D, Eck-
hardt and I)nu.thl C.oStewart, “oward a Functional “Ewonomy of
Composition.” College Composition and Commuuication 30 (1979
BIN- 42, Eckbardt and Stewart distinguish hetween two approaches to
composition, one throngh technigues and one through purposes. This
is essentially a distinction hetween how and why. between means and
ends, between modes and aims. This distinetion is built into 1 Angelos
structure, bt Eckbandt and Stewart stress the pringacy of purposes and
offer a taxonomy of purposes which differs in important ways from the
one built into 1’ Angelo’s structure.

English Compusition and Rhetoric, rev. American ed. (New York: D,
Appleton, 1890

A Theory of Discourse. For loss thorough teeatmients, sce his " Basic
Aims of Disconrse.” College Composition and Communication 20 (1969);
297-313. and his collaborative work with John Q. Cope and J. W,
Campbell, Aims and Audicuces (Dubugue. Kendall/ Huut, 1976). Kin-
neasy’s theory of disconrse maodes is set down in snother collaborative
work with Cope and Canpbell, Writing— Basic Modes uf Organization
(Dubuque: Kendall/Tunt, 1976), Richard 1. Haswell, “Tactics of Dis-
comrse: A Classification for Stadent Writers,” College English £3 (Fol.
1981 16878, raises a number of objections on pedagogical growuds to
Kinnean v's theory of aims and modes. Lee Odell, “Teachers of Com-
position and Needed Research in Discourse Theory,” uestions the
basis of Kinneavy's claim that aim or purpose is all important.

See Teaching the Universe of Disconrse (Boston: Honghiton, 1968, 7A
Structural Curriculum in English.” Harcard Educational Review 36
(19661 17-28, and “A Rationale for a New Curriculun in English,”
Rhetoric: Theories for Application. ed. Robert M. Gorrell (C h.uup.m..u
Natioual Council of Teachers of English, 19670, pp. 111-21.

See Britton, Burgess, Martin, MeLeod, and Rosen, The Decelopment
of Writing Abilities (11 - 15 (London: Macmillay Education 1ad. 1973,
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and Britton, “The Composing Processes and the Functions of Writing,”
in Research on Composing: Points of Departure. pp. 13-24.

Sce J. A, van Ek with contributions by L. G, Alesander, The Threshold
Lecel for Modern Language Learning in Schools (London: Lomgman,
19761,

. “Theories of Composition and Actwal Writing,” Kansas English 59

(Dec. 1973 3<17; for a more recent statement, together with a greater
historical treatment, see Kinneasy's “Translating ‘Theory into Practice
in Teaching Composition: A Historical and a Contemporary Miew.” in
Classical Rhetoric in Modern Discourse, ed. Robert J. Comors. Lisa
Kde, and Andrea Lonstord (Carbondale: Southern Winois Univ. Pr.. in
presst,

The best madeen representative of this approach is Edward P J. Cor-
hett, Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student (New York: Oxford
Univ. Pr.. 1970, and “A New Look at Old Bhetorice,” in Rhetoric: Theo-
ries for Application, pp. 16-22. See also John B, Macklin, Classical
Rhetoric for Modern Discourse: An Art of Invention. Arrangement, and
Style for Beaders, Speakers, and Writers (New York: Free Pr., 1969),

. According tn Kinneavy. the best modern exemplar of this approach is

Francis Christensen, The Christensen Rhetorie Program «Ney”York:
Haurper. 1964,

See Ken Macrorie, Telling Writing (Rochelle Park, NJ: Havden, 1970
and Writing to Be Read (Rochelle Park, NJ: Hayden, 1968).

See Carl H. Khs, Style in English Prose (New York: Macmithn, 1969),
and Gerald Levin (ed. ), Prose Models (New York: Harcourt, 19751

See Robert Zoellner, “Talk-Write: A Behaviorpl Pedagogy for Composi-
tion.” College English 30 (1969); 267 - 320. For part of the debate which
cusued from Zoellner's essay, see "On Zoeldrism,” College English 30
U969): 645-68, which contains a nnmber of responses by varions hands
to Zoellner's hehavioral approach. :

Sce Peter Elbow, Writing Without Teachers (l,uudur! Oxford Univ. Pr.,
1973), and Writing with Power: Techniques for Mastering the Writing
Process (Oxtord: Oddord Univ. Pr.. 198D and “A Method for Teaching
Writing.” College English 30 (1968). 115-25. William J. Coles, Jr., and
his disciples should also be included within this chass. See Coles, “The
Teaching of Writing as Writing.” College English 29 (1967); 111-16, and
The Plural I: The Teaching of Writing (New York: Holt, 1978), as well us
Kenneth Dowst, “The Epistemic Approach: Writing, Knowing, and
Learning,” in Eight Approaches to Teaching Compaosition, pp. 37-51.
Also a champion of the "Learning by Doing” method is James Moffett,
Teaching the Universe of Discourse, esp. chap. 6. pp. 188-210.

See Notes Toward a New Rhetoric: Six Essays for Teachers (New York:
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Hayrper, 198 Some of the enrrienlar and instructional variables in-
volved in generative rhetoric are discussed in Norton Kinghorn, Lester
Faigley, and Thomas Clemens, A Syntactic Approach to College Writ-
mg: An Analysis of Theory and Effect (Grand Forks: Univ. of North Da.
kota Study Gronp an Esaluation, 195D,

Far dlinstration, see Francis Christensen, The Christensen Rhetorie
Program. Bomicjean Christensen, The Christensen Method (New
York: Harper, 1979 Francis and Bonnicjean Christensen, A New Rhieto-
ric (New York: Harper. 19760, and Susan Wittig, Steps to Structure.
Rager W, Shny, “A Holistic View of Language,” Research in the Teach-
ing of English 15 (d9sb: 101-11.

. For example, Andrea Lunstord, “Cognitive Development and the Basic

Writer.”

Brnce R Jovee and M Weil, Models of Teaching (Englewond Clills:
Prentice-Hall, 19791 See abso Jovees summary statement. “A Problem
of Categories: Classifving Approaches to Teaching.” Journal of Educa-
tion 160 (Aag. 1978): 67-95. Jovee contends that two problems, one lin-
guistic and one conceptual alfect discussions of teaching adversely. The
tiest problem is that the term teaching is often used in an undifferenti-
ated way, and the second iy that scholarphip on teaching is based on
“valwe orientations which masquerade in analytic dress,”

See, tor example, the essays collected in P L. Peterson and 1. J.
Walberg weds. . Research on Teaching (Berkeley. MeCutelan, 1979,
Elizabeth McPherson, “Composition,” in The Teaching of English, the
76th Yearhook of the National Society for the Study of Education, pt. 1.
edl. James R Sqnire (Chicago: National Society for the Study of Ednea-
tion. 1977, pp. 175-hH,

On this matter. see John Dison, Growth in English (New York: Oslord
Univ. Pr., 1967,

- See Donald M. Murray, A Writer Teaches Writing: A Practical Method

of Teaching Composition (Boston: Houghton. 196%), Thomas Carnicelli,
“The Writing Conlerence: A One<to-One Conversation,” in Eight Ap-
proaches to Teaching Composition, pp. 101-31 See also Charles R.
Duke. “The Student Centered Conferer ce and the Writing Process,”
English Journal 64 (Dec. 1975): 44- 47,

. For a definition of the conferencing method, 4 discussion of the as-

sumptions underlying the approach, and o discussion of the teacher's
role, see Carnicelli, "The Writing Conterence: A One-to-One Conver-
sation,” pp. 102-19. Althongh the conferencing method bas received a
great deal of attention, knowledge of how and why it works remins
largely anccdotal innature. As far as we know. only one rescarcher—
Sarab W Frecdman—is presently teving to extend knowledge beyvond
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the level of the ancedotal. See her “Evaluation in the \\'rilu'n, Con-
terence: An luteractive Process.” in Selected Papers from the 1951 Tivas
Writing Research Conference, pp. 65-496

. Rager Garrson, “One to One: Tatorial Instraction in Freshiman Come

position.” in New Directions for Community Celleges 1San Franciseo.
Jossev-Bass, 1974, pp. 35-53.

. See Kenneth Bruftee, "The Brookhvn Plan: Attainmg Intellectnal

Growth through Peer-Group Tutoring.” Liberal Education 64 (1975
4H47-65, and his “Collaborative Learning: Some Practical Models.”
College English 3% 0973, 634-43. For other teatinents of collabuorg.
tive learning and the use of peer gronps, see Thom Hawkins, Group-
Inquiry Technigues for Teaching Writing (Urbana: Nationad Counail of
Teachers of- Faelish and the ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading and Came-
nanication Skills, 1976, and “Intimacy and Andience The Re |.|liun
ship Betwben Revision and the Social Dimensions of Peer futoring,”
Collége l'ru.lr\h 12 (A9SO: 61--6%, and Richard Geblhagdt, “Teanwork
andd Peedhack: Broadening the Base of Collaborativ e Writing,” College
English 42 0980); 69-74. Also relevant are Neil FEllman, " Peer Exaluae
tion and Peer Grading.” English Journal 64 (Mar. 1975, 79--50, Allan A.
Glutthorn, “Cooperate and Create: Teaching Writing Through Small
Gronps\” English Journal 62 (Dec. 1973 1274-75, and Themdore W
Hipple. “The Graders Helpers——Colleagues. Peers, and Scorecards.”
English Journal 61 (May 1972); 690 - 93.

. Witte, Mever, and Miller, in A National Surcey of College and Univer-

sity Teachers of Writing, report that the use of peer tutoring, ¢on-
terencing, and collaborative learning were the instrctional methods
mest often named as the most successful aspeets of the waching of a
national sample of the hest college and nniversity writing teachers in
the country.

. There is available a bdy of literature on the observation and deserip-

tion of instruction. For example, see Aeno Bellak, The Languase of the
Classroom {(New York: Teachers College Pr., 1966), Gary 1. Borich, 1),
Malitz. C. 1.. Kuele, and M. Pascone, "Gouvergent and Diseriminant

Validity of Five Classroont Olservation Systems: ‘Testing and Model-

ing.” Journal of Educational Psychology 70 1978): 119-27, W, W, Cooley
and G, Leinhardt. “The Instructiondl Dimensions Stwdy.” Educational
Ecaluation and Policy Analysis 2 (1950} T- 25, M. |. Dunkin and B. ]
Biddle. The Study of Teaching (New York: Hull. 1976, Ned A, Flanders.,
“Interaction Analysis in the Classroom: A Manual for Observers.” in
Mirrors for Behavior, eds. Anita Simon and E. Gil Bover (Philadel-
phia: Research for Better Schools, 19670, John Withall, W W Lewis,
and John M. Newell, “Classroom Commumication Observational Cate-
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gories,” in Mirrors for Behavior, eds. Anita Simon and E. Gil Bover
(Philadelphia: Research for Better Schools, 19670 and several of the es-
says unthologized in Jason Millman (ed.), Handbook of Teacher Evalua-
tion (Beverly Hillp Sage in cooperation with the National Council on
Educational Measurement, 1951,

On such practices. see, for example, Joseph J. Comprone, “The Uses of

Media in Teaching Composition,” in Teaching Compasition? 10 Biblio-

.graphical Essays, ed. Gary Tate (Fort Worth: Texas Christian Univ. Pr.,

1976). pp. 169-95.

. On this matter. see the review of Computer Assisted Instructional

(CAD programs in Hugh L. Burns's “Stimulating Rhetorical Invention
Through Computer Assisted Instruction,” (Ph.D. diss.. Univ. of Texas
at Austin, 1979). For anaccessible account of Burns's use o CAl in teach-
ing invention. see Hugh L. Burns and George H. Culp, "Stimulating
Invention in English Compaosition Through Computer-Assisted Instruc-
tion,” Educational Technology 20, no. 8 (Aug. 1980): 5-10. For an in.
dication of how different media can be used to stimulate writing, see
Harvey $. Wiener. "Media Composition: Preludes to Writing,” College
English 35 (1974 566-74. and Joseph Comprone, "Using Painting,
Photography and Filn to Teach Narration,” College English 35 (1973):
174-78. Also relevant is Don M. Wolfe's Creative Ways to Teach En-
glish (New York: Odyssey, 1966). If the speculations of Jim Bencivenga,
"Electronic Editing as a Tool.” English Journal 71 (Jan. 1982): 91-92,
are ever implemented on a wide seale, evaluators will also have to deal

. with the effects of test processing equipment on writing,

For a comprehensive review of the relevant literature, sce Lester Faigley
and Anna Skinner, Writers” Processes and Writers' Knowledge: A Re-
view of Research. FIPSE Grant GOOBO05896, Technical Report no. 6
(Austin: Writing Program Assessment Office, Univ. of Texas, 1982).

. Michael Scriven, "Goal Free Evaluation,” in School Eveluation. cd.

Ernest R. House (Berkeley: MeCutchan, 1973); “The Pros and Cons
about Goal Free Evaluation,” Education Comment 3 (1972); 1-4,
Ervaluating with Validity, p. 30. -

. "Goal Free Evaluation,” p. 321
. “Evaluation Bias and 1ts Control.” in Ecaluation Studjes Review Ane

nual. vol. 1. ed. G. V. Glass (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1976). However. in
Scriven’s recent work on evaluating compaosition instruction, he does
not advocate a goal-free approach to evaluation. In fact, Scriven’s state-
ments on goal-free evaluation are not even referenced in the hibliogra-
phy. See Davis, Scriven, and Thomas, The Evaluation of Compuosition
Instruction. :

See Stephen P Witte, Roger . Cherry, and Paul R. Mever, The Goals
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67.

71.

72.

3.

4.

75.

76.
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of Freshman Writing Programs as Perceived by a National Sumple of
College and University Writing Program Directors and Teachers. FIPSE
Grant GOO8005896, Technical Report n9. 3 (Austin: Writing Program

Assessment Office, Univ. of Texas, 1982), ERIC. Doc. no. ED 216 395,
esp. pp. 6-7.

. See Witte, Cherry, and Mever. The Goals of Freshman Writing Pro-

grams, p. 29. )
Faigley, Miller, Mceyer, and Witte. Writing after College: A Stratified
Survey of the Writing of College-Trained People, pp. 32-34.

. A. M. Weinherg, Reflections on Big Science (Cambridge, MA: M.LT,

Pr., 1967). The passage is quoted from Goran Liede, “Experts’ Judge-
ments as Evaluation Data,” in Handbook of Curriculum Evaluation,
p. 181

W. A. Scott. "Reliability of Content Analysis: The Case of Nominal
Scale Coding,” Public Opinion Quarterly 19 (1935): 321-25.

A. Kaplan, A. L. Skogstad, and M. A. Cirshick. "The Prediction of So-
cial ana Technological Events,” Public Opinion Quarterly 14 (1950);
93-110: A. F. Rasp, “Delphi: A Strategy for Decision Implementation,”
Educational Planning 1 (1974): 42-47.

. Benjaniin S. Bloom, Max D. Engethart, Edward J. Furst, Walker H.

Hill, and David R. Krathwohl, Taxonomy of Educational Objectives.
Handbook I: Cognitive Domain (New York: David McKay, 1956).

. David R. Krathwohl, Benjamin $. Bloom, and Bertram B. Masia. Tax-

onomy of Educational Ohjectives, Handbook 11: Affective Domain (New
York: David McKay, 1956).

Anita Harrow, A Tuxonomy of the Psychomotor Domain (New York:
David McKay, 1972).

Such an assumption may, however, be an ill-founded one. Although
many composition teachers scoff at the suggestion that the physical act
af writing words on paper may give some composition students prob-
lems, there is some evidence that some developmental students have
not developed that skill. See Shaughnessy, Errors and Expectations.
Chew Tow Yow, “Evaluation at the Planning Stage.” in Handbook of
Curriculum Ecaluation, p. 65.

Robert Gagne, The Conditions of Learning, 2d ed. (New York: Holt
1970).

Lev Semenovich Vygotsky, Language and Thought. ed. and trans.
Eugenia Haufmann and Gertrude Vakar (Cambridge, MA: M.LT. Pr..

1962), esp. pp. 39-69.

Jean Piaget, Six Psychological Studies (New York: Randon, 1967); Judg-
ment and Reasoning in the Child (London: Kegan Paul, 1928), and The
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Language and Thought of the Child (New York: New AMuerican Li-
brary, 1975).

- Noam Chowmsky. Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Cambridge. MA:

M.LT. Pr., 1965). Not all students of linguage accept this dichotomy.
One of the sharpest critics of the competence-perdformance distinetion
is M. A. K. Halliday. See particularly chap. 2 of his Langudge as ¢ So-
cial Semiotic: The Social Interpretation of Meaning (Baltimore: Univ.
Park Pr., 1978).

. It needs to be pointed out that ueither the NAEP nor ETS has ever

conducted assessments without the advice of “compasition experts.”
The dist of advisors to NAEP and the College Entrance Examination
Board, the parent organization of ETS, often reads like 1 “Who's Who
in Composition” in American colleges and mniversities. The point is
that while members of the profession frequently criticize these groups,
much of their work reflects the advice given by discipline experts from
across the country.

. For a discussion of these issues, see Hunter M. Breland and Judith L.

Gaynor, "A Comparison of Direct and Indirect Assessments of Writing
Skills,” Journal of Educational Measurement 16 (1979); 119-28.

See, for example, Lee Odell and Chardes R Cooper., “Procedures for
Evaluating Writing: Assumptions and Needed Research,” College En-
glish 42 (1980): 35-43; Odell, “"Defining and Assessing Competence in
Writing.” .

NAEP. Writing Achievement, 1969-79: Results from the Third National
Writing Assessment, Volume H1—9-Year-Olds, p. 21.

. Evidence of how experienced writers compose appears in several es-

says by Linda Flower and John R. Haves: "The Cognition of Discovery:
Defining a Rhetorical Problem.” College Composition and Communi-
ration 31 (1980): 21-32; "A Cognitive Process Theory of Writing,” Col-
lege Composition and Communication 32 (1981): 3635 7: "The Preg-
nant Pause: Au Inguiry into the Nature of Planning.” Research in the
Teaching of English 15 (1981): 229-44. See also. Naney [ Sommers,
“Revision Strategies of Student Writers and Experienced Adult Writ- _
ers,” College Composition and Communication 31 (1980): 37888, and
Lester Faigley and Stephen Witte, “Analyzing Revision,” College Com-
position and Communication 32 (1981): 400-14.

Witte, Mever, and Miller, A National Survey of College and University
Teachers of Writing.

See John A. Daly and Michael D. Miller, "Further Studies in Writing
Apprehension: SAT Scores, Suceess Expectations, Willingness to Take
Advanced Courses, and Sex Differences,” Research in the Teaching of
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English 9 (1975, 250-56: Daly and Wayne Shamo, “Writing Apprehes-
sion and Occupational Cheice,” Journal of Oceupational Psychology 49
(1976): 55-56: Daly and Shano, “Avademic Decisions as a Function of
Writing Apprehension,” Research in the Teaching of English 12 (1978):
119-26.

4. Accommodating Context and Change in Writing Program
Evaluation

. Edward Suchman, Evaluatice Rl'.\‘(‘art‘,’l (New York: Russell Sage Foun-

dation, 1967). p. 143.

. It seems to us that. for example, Richard Larson’s CCCC Committee on

Teaching and Its Evaluation in Composition was formed primarily in
response to questions ahout the validity of the conclusions drawn from
extant materials and procedures on evaluating composition instruction.
For the committee’s most recent statement. see “Evaluating Instruc-
tion in Composition: Approaches and Instruments.” The CCCC Re-
search Committee’s interest in the present monograph represents a
similar response,

$ee. for example, John Mann, “The Outcome of Evaluation Rescarch,”
in Evaluating Action Programs: Readings in Social Action and Fduca-
tion (Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1972), p. 176.

On the educational backgrounds of colege and university teachers of
writing. see Witte, Mever, and Miller. A National Survey of College
and University Teachers of Writing, :

_ Eisner. "On the Difference Between Scientific and Artistic Approaches

to Qualitative Research,” Educational Researcher 10, no. 4 (Apr. 1981):
7. See also his "On the Use of Educational Connoisseurship and Criti-
cism for Evaluating Classroom Life.” Teachers College Record T8 (1977):
345-58. and his Educational Imagination: On the Design and Ervalua-
tion of School Programs (New York: Macmillan, 1979).

Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, “Experimental and Quasi-
Experimental Designs for Research in Teaching,™ in Handhook of Re-
search on Teaching, ed. Nathaniel L. Gage (Chicago: Rand McNally,
1963). p. 177. This Camphell and Stanley urticle was later reprinted asa
monograph. Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Re-
search (Chicago: Rand MceNally, 1966).

Peter H. Rossi and Sonia R, Wright, “Evaluation Rescarch: An
Assessment of Theory, Practice. and Polities.” Eraluation Quarterly 1
{1977): 13.

See his "Qualitative Knowing in Action Research.” Paper presented at
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the Anunual Meeting of the American Psychological Association, New
Orleans, 1974.

Lee J. Cronbach, "Beyond the Two Disciplines of Scientific Psvchol-
ogy.” American Psychologist 30 (1975); 116-27.

Stephen Kemmis, “Telling 1t Like It Is: The Problem of Making a. Por-
traval of an Education Program.” in Curriculum Handbook: Admin-
istration and Theory. vol. 2, ed. Louis Rubin (Boston: Allyn & Bacon,
1977, p. 359. ' , .
Michael Quinn Patton, Utilization-Focused Evaluation (Beverly Hills:
Sage, 1978), pp. 203-4, 207, The passage is quoted from Patton, Quali-
tatice Evaluation Methods, p. 19.

See, for example, Lee S, Shubman, “Disciplines of Inquiry in Educa-
tion: An Overview,” Educational Rescarcher 10 June/July, 1981: 512,
23, and Eisner, “On the Difference Between Scientific and Artistic Ap-
proaches to Qualdative Research.”

See Cronbach, “Beyond the Two Disciplines of Scientific Psychology™:
and Patton, Qualitative Evaluation Methods, pp. 19-20.

14, Patton, Qualitative Evaluation Methods, p. 207,

16.

I7.

I8,

19.

20.

Qualitative Evaluation Methods, p. 20, The same position is also taken
by David L. Smith and Barry J. Fraser in “Towards a Confluence of
Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches to Curriculum Evaluation,”
Journal of Curriculum Stucies 12 (1980); 367 -70.

Albert K. Kitzaaber, Themes, Theories, and Therapy: The Teaching of
College Writing (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1963),

“A Proposal for the Abolition of Frestman English, As It Is Now Com-
monly Taught, from the College Curriculum,” College English 21 (Apr.
1960): 361-67. A similar proposal was offered earlier by Oscar Camp-
bell. “The Failure of Freshwan English,” English Journal 28 (1939):. .
177-85. Rice's proposal was reiterated by Katherine Bullard, “Aca-
demie Boondoggle,” College English 25 (Feb. 1964): 373-75; and even
more recently by Frederick E. Beckett, College Composition: The
Course Where a Student Doesn’t Learn to Write (Broee, MS: Caleon
Pr., 1974

Harvey Brent, “Review of The Surcival of the 60s: Critical Teaching,”
College English 43 (Dec. 198]): 834,

Faigley. Miller, Mever, and Witte, Writing after Collepge: A Stratified
Survey of the Writing of College-Trained People.

We quote directly from Freedom and Discipline in English: Report of
the Commission on English (New York: College Entrance Examination
Board, 1966), p. 81, a passage that exposes the commission’s ignorance
of the complexity and the frequency of writing after college:
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-

Caught hetween the reluctance ta expose hinself and indifference ta
subjeets an which he really daes not have anvthing he wants very mch
to say. the student may reasomahly he inclined to argue that composi-
tion is a waste of time. He can point dut that, whatever they say to the
contrary, men rise to the top in commerce and industry who express
themselves almost entirely by spoken words or in the limited written
languagie of a science or teehnalogy ; that it is perfectly possible to achieve
high places in political and even diplomatic life without writing any-
thing more complicated than factual reports. . . He is likely to know,
moreover, that most prominent and busy men have “writers” who com-
pose for them, and he may even consider the plagiarizing of printed
matter or of another student’s essay not mueh different from reading
aloud in public as one’s own what someone else has actually written. He
knows certainly that the world’s business in these days is done largely
by telephones and tape recorders, in conversations and conferences, in
dictuu-(ll memorandums and directives.

JPeters; "Writing Across the Curriculum.” reports that 122 writing-

}«mss-tlw-cl|rricululu progranms have been identified in American col-
leges and universities.

22. Evidence for many of these developments appears in Witte, Mever.

Miller. and Faigley. A National Surcey of College and University Writ-
N Program Directors and in Witte, Mever, and Miller. A National
Surcey of College and University Teachers of Writing,

S@N:nls Couneil Working Puper Number Three (London: Her Majesty's
Stattonery Office, 1965). This report is discussed in Peters, “Writing
Across.the Curriculum.”

The Devewpment of Writing Abilities (11-1%).

Foroverviews of differentapproaches, see. for example, Daniel 1. Stuffie-
beam. W. J. Foley, W. J. Gephart, E. G. Guba, H. D. Hanumond, and
M. M. Provus, Educational Ecaluation and Decision-Making (Itasca,
IL: Peacock, 1971, esp. pp. 9-16; Worthen and Sanders, Educational
Evaluation: Theory and Practice. Popham, Educational Evaluation;
Paul H. Dressler. Hand’ 2ok of Academic Evaluation (San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass. 1976), pp. «  Robert E. Stake, Evaluating Educational
Programmes: The Need av.. .he Response: Lewy, “The Nature of Cur-
riculum Evaluation,” pp. 10-14; Don F. Gardner. “Five Evaluation
Frameworks: Iinplications for Decision Making in Higher Education,”
pp. 571-93; and House, Evaluating with Validity, pp. 21-43.
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Composition

To establish the issues college writing program evaluators must
consider, Witte and Faigley review four major evaluation studies
conducted at the University of Northern lowa, the University of
California San Diego, Mm,n University, and the University of
Texas.

In each instance they subject the study to a series of questions
that probe every aspect of theory, pedagogy, and research: What do
we presently know? What assumptions are we making and how do
those assumptions limit our knowledge? Are those limitations
necessary or desirable? What do we still need to know? Such
questions demand much of program evaluators, who cannot evade
additional difficult questions as they evaluate a writing program.

“Do we, in fact, have a writing program?” “Do the instructors
conducting the writing classes share common assumptions that are
reflected in their assignments, evaluative procedures, teaching
procedures, and course content?” “How stable will the program
prove to be over time?” “Will the writing program have 1 lasting
effect?” “Do students leave the program with increased confidence
in their ability to write?”

As Witte and Faigley urge program evaluators to pose these
questions, they also bring a new comprehensive conceptual
framework that hoth necessitates such queries and provides an
opportunity to answer them. -
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